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PREFACE 



The Apostolical Letter of Pope Pius IX., announcing 
the (Ecumenical Council, now being “ celebrated ” at 
Rome, and addressed to all “ Protestants and other 
non-Catholics,” from the unqualified demands which 
it puts forth, requires more than a passing notice at 
the present moment. At the very outset his Holiness 
claims to have “been raised to the chair or throne 
of Peter, and, therefore, advanced to the supreme 
government of the whole Catholic Church.” If this 
claim were well founded, a message from such a 
quarter, in whatever form, would be entitled to 
respectful attention. If, on the contrary, it should 
prove on examination to rest on no Scriptural or 
other reliable evidence, such an appeal as that con- 
tained in the present letter can only be regarded as 
expressing the views of an individual primate or 
patriarch at most, who, as such, could have no more 
legitimate right to stigmatize as “pestilential errors” 
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PREFACE. 



the differences of doctrinal opinions which may prevail 
among Protestants and other non-Catholics, than they 
have to designate as “ pestilential ” novelties the many 
dogmas peculiar to the Church of Rome. Until this 
assumption of Papal supremacy, therefore, is established 
upon other and sounder bases than any that have yet 
been advanced by its advocates, it is preposterous to 
expect that so-called “ Protestant and other non-Catholic 
bodies ” should tacitly admit the right of the Pope of 
Rome to “govern the convictions of the human intellect , 
and to direct the actions of men ) as well in private as in 
social life;” which, in terms of his letter, is what his 
Holiness now affects to do. 

The object of the following remarks, then, is to test 
the validity of this claim to dominion over the Universal 
Church, as vested in the Pope and See of Rome, by a 
Divinely-bequeathed inheritance from S. Peter. 
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S. PETER’S EPISCOPATE. 



The Apostolic Letter embraces the two following cardinal 
points, upon which the whole fabric of the Papacy is 
reared: or, as his Holiness expresses it, for the in- 
formation of Dr. Cumming, are the “ hinge upon which 
the whole question between Catholics and those who 
dissent from them turns : ” — 

I. That S. Peter was Pope or Bishop of Borne. 

II. That therefore to his Holiness, as having been 
raised to the chair of Peter, “ the supreme government 
and care of the Universal Church have been divinely 
( divinitus ) committed.” a 

From this it is clear that everything depends upon 
this “chair of Peter;” for, “therefore” (idcirco), it is 
alleged, “the supreme government and administration 
of the whole Catholic Church have been committed to 
US by Christ Himself.” 



m Note A. 

B 

* 
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s. Peter’s episcopate. 



This is what Pope Pius IX. claims. But is it a just 
claim ? For the question arises, — Was S. Peter indeed 
Bishop of Rome ? and was he raised to this dignity “ by 
Christ our Lord Himself ” ? 

A very slight acquaintance with the Gospel history 
will convince every unprejudiced inquirer that our 
Lord did not utter one word to S. Peter about Rome, 
or make any mention of a Chair to be established 
there, either by S. Peter or any of the Apostles. He 
said, indeed, to S. Paul, “ As thou hast testified of me 
at Jerusalem, so must thou bear witness also at Rome;” b 
but nothing to this, or the like effect, to S. Peter. And 
as to this alleged supremacy, or to any superiority of 
one Apostle over another, our Lord plainly discouraged 
any such pretension ; for it had been a question among 
them, “ which should be the greatest.” Our present 
inquiry, however, is, — Was S. Peter the first Bishop of 
the Church of Rome ? The theory is thus stated in the 
Annuario Pontificio, a calendar, and official directory 
of the Roman hierarchy, religious orders, etc., of the 
Church of Rome, and published there annually : — 

I. “ S. Peter, Prince of the Apostles, born in Beth- 
saida of Galilee, received from Jesus Christ the supreme 
pontifical power to transmit to his successors. He 
resided first at Antioch ; afterwards, from the year 42, 
of the vulgar era, at Rome ; where he suffered martyr- 
dom in the year 66 ; and held the chair which he had 
there founded for twenty-five years. 0 ” 

Now, it is worthy of note, that the very nature of 

b Acts xxiii. 11. c Note B. 
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our Lord's commission to the Apostles just before His 
ascension, “ Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations,'' 
etc. ; d and again, “ Go ye into all the world, and preach 
the Gospel to every creature,"® precludes the suppo- 
sition that S. Peter should, so soon and so far, have 
departed from the letter, as well as the spirit, of that 
last injunction of his Divine Master, as to have estab- 
lished himself first at Antioch, for seven years (as is 
alleged) as Bishop of the infant Church there ; and then 
for twenty-five years in the same capacity at Borne. 
But not to dwell upon seeming improbabilities, what do 
we learn from facts recorded in Holy Scripture ? 

It is asserted in the Annuario Pcmtificio , as we have 
just seen, that S. Peter took possession of his Pontifical 
Chair at Borne in the year 42. Now, this cannot have 
been the case ; for we find the Apostle still at Jerusalem 
in 42, or 43, when he was cast into prison at the 
instance of Herod Agrippa. f And is it to be supposed, 
after he had been miraculously delivered from the 
power of Herod, — had gone “ to the house of Mary, the 
mother of John Mark " — had sent thence a message to 
James and the brethren,” and then “departed to another 
place," evidently for safety, — that this other place was 
Borne! It is very probable that, upon the death of 
Herod, which occurred soon after, S. Peter returned to 
Jerusalem; and we certainly find him there at the 
Apostolic Council, which Baronius fixes as having taken 
place in 48; that is, six years later than the date at 
which it is alleged that he established his “Cathedra 

d S. Matt, xxviii. 19. ® S. Mark xvi. 15. 

f Acts xii. 3, 4 
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S. PETER'S EPISCOPATE. 



at Rome.” Some, in order to get over this discrepancy, 
maintain that he was obliged to leave his “ Chair in 
Rome ” in consequence of the edict of Claudius banishing 
the Jews from the capital, and that this accounts for 
his presence at Jerusalem at the period in question. 
Others, again, pretend that he came expressly from 
Rome to attend, and to preside at the Council officially ; 
that is, as head of the Universal Church. The narrative, 
however, given by S. Luke of the occasion of the Council, 
as well as of what then transpired, is opposed, toto coelo , 
to both these suppositions. The circumstances, it is 
almost superfluous to mention, were these : g Whilst 
Paul and Barnabas were at Antioch, certain men came 
down from Judaea, and taught the brethren that unless 
they were circumcised after the manner of Moses, they 
could not be saved. After much dissension and dis- 
putation, it was determined that Paul and Barnabas, 
and certain others, should go up to Jerusalem, to the 
Apostles and elders, about this question ; who, on their 
arrival, were received by the Church, and by the Apostles 
and elders. Now, among the Apostles then present, S. 
Peter is mentioned by name; but there is nothing to 
indicate that he had come from Rome any more than 
that the other Apostles and elders had done so. Besides, 
had S. Peter returned from Rome, where, according to 
the Annuario Pontificio , he must have exercised the 
supreme Pontifical office for a period of six years, one 
would naturally suppose that he would have enlightened 
the Council by authoritatively declaring what his own 
practice had been on a question so much agitated at the 

g Acts iv. 1. 
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time ; instead of which, he enters into a detailed, and 
somewhat apologetic account of what had occurred “ a 
good while ago” at Caesarea, in the case of Cornelius 
and the Gentiles. And so far was he from exercising 
any superiority over the other Apostles and members of 
the Council, that the chief authority appears to have 
been vested in S. James, who, after hearing the argu- 
ments of S. Peter, S. Paul, and the others, thus delivers 
his decision : “ Wherefore my sentence is, that we trouble 
not them which from among the Gentiles are turned 
unto God,” etc. h There is no evidence here that S. 
Peter had been raised to the Pontifical Chair in Rome 
at this date, 42. 

In confirmation of this view, it is further worthy of 
remark that, among the last notices we have of S. Peter 
in Holy Writ, is the memorable one by S. Paul, in his 
Epistle to the Galatians, as follows : “ And when James, 
Cephas, and John, who seemed to be pillars, perceived 
the grace that was given unto me, they gave to me and 
Barnabas the right hands of fellowship, that we should 
go unto the heathen, and they unto the circumcision .” 1 

It is of some moment, in the first place, to fix the 
date, approximately, at least, of this interview of Paul 
and Barnabas with the three Apostles above named. 
Now, according to Baronius, and other Romanist au- 
thorities, S. Paul was converted a.d. 35 or 36, and went 
up to Jerusalem in 38 or 39. 3 This nearly agrees with 
what S. Paul tells us of himself after his conversion : 
that he did not go immediately to Jerusalem, but “ into 

h Acts xv. 19. tcpivu. 

1 Gal. ii. 9. J Bar. Tom. i., p. 216. 
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S. PETER’S EPISCOPATE. 



Arabia, and thence returned to Damascus ; ” that, “then 
after three years, he went up to J erusalem to see Peter, 
and abode with him fifteen days.” 

The narrative continues : “ Then fourteen years after, 
I went up again to Jerusalem with Barnabas.” k It 
was on this second occasion that he met James, Cephas, 
and John, as already mentioned, when the agreement 
as to their respective fields of labour was entered into 
among them. Commentators are not agreed as to whether 
the “ fourteen years after ” refer to fourteen years after 
S. Paul’s conversion, or fourteen years after the former 
journey he had just spoken of in the preceding chapter. 
That the two expressions indicate separate periods of 
time, as well as separate journeys, there can be no 
reasonable doubt, from the Apostle’s referring expressly 
to a second journey : “ Then fourteen years after, I 
went up again to Jerusalem.” Reckoning, then, from 
Baronius’s date of S. Paul’s conversion, the meeting 
and stipulation between Paul and Barnabas, and the 
other three Apostles at Jerusalem, must have taken 
place in 52 or 53. And from this order of events the 
conclusion is inevitable, that S. Peter neither was then, 
nor ever had been, Bishop or Head of the Church of 
Rome in any sense whatever. For is it credible that 
S. Peter should have been guilty of such inconsistency, 
not to say duplicity, as to have given the right hand of 
fellowship to Paul and Barnabas, in token of a solemn 
compact between them, that they should go to the 
heathen, and himself, James, and John to the circum- 
cision, if he had been already established as Bishop of 



k GaL ii. 1. vdXw ivifinv. 
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Rome, and that for a period of eleven or twelve years : 
Rome, too, the very heart and stronghold of heathenism ! 
If we are to believe S. Paul, the fact is established be- 
yond all doubt, that S. Peter’s sphere of action from the 
period in question was, if not exclusively, at least chiefly, 
among the Jews. 

If, from Scripture, we turn to ecclesiastical history, 
ve find this view only the more confirmed. Of what 
vas current on the subject of the respective fields of 
Lbour of the Apostles in his day and before it, Eusebius 
wites thus: “The holy Apostles and disciples of our 
Siviour being scattered over the world : Thomas, as tra- 
diion maintains, obtained, as his shaie, Parthia; Andrew, 
Scythia; John, Asia: but Peter is likely to have preached 
inPontus, Galatia, Bithynia, Cappadocia, and Asia, to 
th< dispersed Jews ; who, finally coming to Rome, was 
cncified head downwards, he thinking it fit to suffer 
in this maimer.” 



ir Y&v he lepwp too Surrijpov ypwp aTrooioXwp re kcu paOyTivp 
e<j>a7raaav Kwraairapevunv rrjp olkovpevyp, Qw/iav pep, ios y 
7raphoais 7repiex^iy T rjp TlapOlav elXy^ep, * kphpea s he ttjp 
'Eic&iap, ’hoapvys t rjp ' ko lap . IleTyoos he ip Hoptiv ical TaXarla 
Kat BiOvpia, Ka7T7rahoicla re Kal ' kola tceKypvyivai r 019 ip 
hlatropa *1 ov ha to 19 eoucep, os ical iirl reXei ip *Pwpy yepopepos 
apeKoXoirloOy Kara Ke(j)aXfjs, ootws aoros ugiwaav 7ra0eip”— 
Eusb. Eccl. Hist., lib. iii, cap. 1. 

low there is nothing strange that Eusebius, and those 
wb preceded him, should have thought it likely that 
S. iter’s sphere of missionary labour lay chiefly in 
thee regions to which he addressed his Epistles. No 
beter proof of this could be desired than that afforded 
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S. PETER’S EPISCOPATE. 



by these Epistles themselves. That those to whom they 
were written were Jews, or rather Jewish converts, is 
equally evident from the many references the Apostle 
makes to leading events, no less than to the more pro- 
minent characters of Patriarchal and Jewish history, — 
as the flood, the destruction of the cities of the plain, 
etc., — Noah, Abraham, Lot, and the Prophets ; references 
whieh would have been quite unmeaning and out o' 
place had they been applied to Gentiles, who probabl; 
never heard of such events or persons before. But b 
puts the matter out of dispute when he exhorts them o 
have their “ conversation honest among the Gentile.; 
that whereas,” he says, “ they speak against you as e il 
doers,” etc . 1 We have therefore the strongest evident, 
not only from what Eusebius has recorded, but fr»m 
the Epistles themselves, that S. Peter adhered to he 
agreement he had solemnly entered into with Paul nd 
Barnabas, that he should go to the Jews ; which is iso 
in perfect accord with what S. Paul wrote to the Gia- 
tions : viz., that “ the Gospel of the circumcision *as 
committed unto Peter.” m 

But a question naturally occurs : Where were tfese 
Epistles written, and whence sent to those “Jews of ;he 
dispersion ” to whom they were addressed ? It has ben 
generally alleged that they were written from Bcpe. 
But there is no other ground for this assumption thanihe 
strange one, that the first Epistle closes with a salutaion 
from the Church at Babylon : “ The Church which i at 
Babylon saluteth you.” The opinion that by Babjon 
Rome is here meant, has been entertained by Igh 

1 1 Pet. ii. 12. m GaL ii. 7. 
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authorities ; but when we examine the matter we find 
it destitute of all reliable foundation. Now the first 
authority for this non-natural use of the term Babylon, 
as here applied, was Papias, Bishop of Hirerapolis; who, 
according to Eusebius, was “ a man of very mean 
capacity,” and the occasion of many other writers falling 
into the same errors with himself, of whom S. Jerome 
seems to have been one. n And, to say the least, such 
an interpretation involves the Apostle in a fraud, which 
is quite gratuitous, and uncalled for. It is difficult to 
conceive what purpose this alleged deception could 
serve. It could not avail to the Apostle’s personal 
safety, if that were the object. For had he been indeed 
in Borne, and that for near a quarter of a century, as 
head of the Christian community there, all concealment 
was out of the question. Besides, if these Epistles 
were really written at Rome, the second one, which 
dates but “ shortly ” ° before the close of the Apostle’s 
life, must have been written at least almost contempo- 
raneously with some of S. Paul’s : especially that of 
Second Timothy, which was confessedly written at 
Borne. But in the case of S. Paul, we hear of no 
occasion for resorting to fictitious names. Where, then, 
was the ground of such necessity in the present in- 
stance? If S. Peter’s letters had been seized by the 
Roman authorities, there was nothing treasonable in 
them, — not a word reflecting upon the “powers that 
be.” On the contrary, he exhorts those whom he is 
addressing to “submit themselves to every ordinance 
of man for the Lord’s sake ; whether it be to the king 

n Note C. 0 2 Pet. i. 14. 
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as supTeme, or unto governors, as unto them that are 
sent by Him.” “ Honour all men. Love the brother- 
hood. Fear God. Honour the king.” p What is there 
here that could have given offence ? To present Chris- 
tianity in its genuine character was the most effectual 
way, one would suppose, not of provoking, but of 
disarming the opposition of its enemies. 

Might not, then, a more natural account be given of 
the place whence these Epistles purport to have been 
written, — one which is more nearly allied to the scene 
of the Apostle’s labours, and which neither compromises 
his honesty nor does violence to his language ? S. Paul, 
writing to the Philippians towards the close of his first 
imprisonment, and probably in the year 62 or 63, says, 
“All the saints salute you, chiefly they that are of Ccesar's 
household .” 

Now, if S. Peter wrote his Epistles at Eome, why 
should he not have said, “ The Church that is at Eome 
saluteth you,” as S. Paul in effect does ? The only in- 
telligible answer is, that S. Peter was then at Babylon, 
not at Eome. The very order, too, in which the countries 
inhabited by these dispersed Jews are enumerated in 
the Epistles themselves, is against their Eoman origin. 
The Apostle makes mention, first of Pontus, which was 
indeed most natural, supposing them to have been sent 
from Babylon ; but the reverse if he wrote from Eome, 
because, whilst Pontus was comparatively near to Baby- 
lon, it was the most remote from Eome. But be this as 
it may, the probability in favour of a veritable Babylon 
is tenfold greater than that of a fictitious Eome. 

P 1 Pet. ii 13, 14 — 17. 
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By the Babylon of S. Peter we are not necessitated 
to understand the ruins of the ancient city of that name. 
Josephus makes mention, not only of a Babylon where 
there were Jews in great numbers, but he also speaks 
of all the Jewish nation that dwelt as far as the 
Euphrates . 41 Whiston remarks : “ The city here called 
Babylon by Josephus, seems to be one which was built 
by some of the Seleucidae on the Tigris, which long 
after the utter desolation of old Babylon was commonly 
so caned.” Bengel again, in his Commentary, maintains 
that the Epistles were written from a real Babylon, of 
which he says that it swarmed with Jews (scatebat 
Judaeis). In Pearson’s posthumous works, “ De succes - 
sione primorum Romoe Episcoporum” we meet with the 
following : “ Sed Babylone tunc fuit Petrus quando 
scripsit epistolam ad dispersionem Judaeorum ; tota 
enim argumenti vis ad illam literalem exposition em 
resolvitur.” r Lightfoot, Fulke, and many others who 
might be named, were of the same opinion. Begarding 
the Jews, Dr. Kitto remarks that, “ In Egypt and 
Arabia, in Babylonia, Assyria, and Media, masses of 
the Jewish nation were planted, who, living by traffic, 
were necessitated to spread in all directions as their 
numbers increased. By this natural progress they 
moved westward as well as eastward ; and in the time 
of S. Paul were abundant in Asia Minor, Greece, and 
the chief cities of Italy . 8 

That there is no exaggeration regarding the Jews 
“ scattered abroad ” at the period in question, we learn 

9 Josep. lib. xv. 2. r Cap. vii. 1688. 

8 Cyclop. Bib. Lit., vol. i., 391. 




Digitized by LjOOQle 




12 



a peter’s episcopate. 



from the testimony of Holy Scripture. When we read, 
therefore, that at the season of Pentecost “ there were 
dwelling at Jerusalem, Jews, devout men, out of every 
nation under heaven; Parthians and Medes and Elamites, 
and the dwellers in Mesopotamia, and in Judaea, and 
Cappadocia; in Pontus and Asia, Phrygia and Pam- 
phylia, in Egypt, in the parts of Libya about Cyrene ; 
Jews and proselytes, Cretes and Arabians,” we cannot 
doubt that there was in those regions a field sufficiently 
large to invite and engage the zeal and energy of S. 
Peter, who, in fact, may be said to have announced the 
Gospel to' these very people on the day of Pentecost ; 
for he it was who, “ standing up with the eleven, lifted 
his voice,” and addressed the assembled multitude : and 
the fruits of this discourse, we are told, were “ about 
three thousand souls.” * 

It is recorded by Eusebius that Mark, the evangelist 
and disciple of S. Peter, not only “preached Christ in 
Egypt,” but was Bishop of Alexandria . 11 This being 
the case, it is much more probable that he should have 
joined his salutations to those of S. Peter, conveyed in 
the expression, “ The Church that is at Babylon 
saluteth you, and so doth Marcus my son,” — to the 
Churches scattered over those regions enumerated by 
S. Peter, from Babylon, which was so much nearer his 
own field of labour in Egypt, than from Borne. How 
successfully S. Peter had laboured in those remote 
quarters, which Eusebius says were supposed to have 
been allotted to him, we may infer from what Pliny, 
governor of Pontus and Bithynia, wrote to the Emperor 

* Acts ii 4, 9 — 41. u Euseb. lib. ii., cap. xxiv. 
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Trajan, that ‘‘the heathen temples had been almost 
deserted; that there was no demand for victims for 
sacrifice ; that multitudes of all ranks, ages, and of both 
sexes had been infected with the ‘superstition,* which 
had penetrated not only the cities and smaller towns, 
but the country likewise.** v Why, then, invent a date 
for these Epistles other than that assigned to them by 
their author himself, as if they could have been written 
nowhere but at Borne? Now, according to the“-4n- 
nuario Pontijicio” the Church of Eome has a patriarch 
at “ Babylon of the Chaldaeans,” and an Archbishop at 
“ Persian Babylon,** and another at “ Syrian Babylon.” 
But it does not inform us why the Babylon of S. Peter 
should mean Eome ; and that this, that, and the other 
Babylon of his present Holiness, should be real 
Babylons. w 

But let us now consider what probability there is that 
S. Peter was ever in Eome during the greatest portion 
of his alleged episcopate of “twenty-five years.’* 

If there were any ground, then, for such a belief, one 
might reasonably expect to find, at least, some traces of 



v Plin. Epis. ad Traj. 

w Tertullian says, oris related to have said, that S. Peter “bap- 
tized in the river Tibris.” If this were the case, where was the 
necessity for concealing the real date of the Epistles? Were a 
Roman Catholic Bishop of the present day to openly baptize men 
and women in the Thames, would he not justly be considered “be- 
side himself” were he, in order to preserve an incognito , to date 
his pastoral letters from some remote town in partibus. If for Tibris 
we should read Tigris, we should perhaps be nearer the truth. Be- 
sides, it could not have failed to give confidence to those whom the 
Apostle was addressing, to learn that their newly-adopted religion 
was triumphant in Rome itself, the reputed mistress of the world. 
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it contemporaneously with the events recorded in the 
concluding chapter of the Book of the Acts. We are 
there supplied with an account of S. Paul’s arrival at 
Home, together with some interesting particulars which 
accompanied it. S. Luke informs us that when the 
brethren heard of S. Paul’s arrival at Puteoli, they 
came to meet him as far as Appii Forum; and that 
when they reached the city the centurion delivered up 
the prisoners to the captain of the guard, S. Paul being 
permitted to dwell by himself with a soldier that kept 
him. The narrative proceeds to relate that, three days 
after his arrival, S. Paul called the chief of the Jews 
together, and explained to them the reason of his having 
been delivered a prisoner into the hands of the Romans. 
“ For this cause,” he continues, “ have I called for you, 
to see you, and to speak with you : because that for the 
hope of Israel I am bound with this chain. And they 
said unto him, We neither received letters out of Judaea 
concerning thee, neither any of the brethren that came 
showed or spake any harm of thee. But we desire to 
hear of thee what thou thinkest : for as concerning this 
sect, we know that everywhere it is . spoken against. 
And when they had appointed him a day, there came 
many to him into his lodging ; to whom he expounded 
and testified the kingdom of God, persuading them 
concerning Jesus, both out of the law of Moses, and 
out of the Prophets, from morning till evening. And 
some believed the things that were spoken, and some 
believed not.” x 

From this plain statement, it is evident that the chief 



x Acte xxviii. 
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of the Jews were still totally ignorant of the very rudi- 
ments of the Christian faith, insomuch that S. Paul was 
obliged to have recourse to “ the hope of Israel," to the 
law, and the Prophets, just as he had occasion when 
called to plead his cause before Felix and Agrippa, and 
apparently with little, if with any better success; for 
Agrippa, at least, professed himself “ almost a Chris- 
tian.” They knew, as they said, that this sect was every- 
where spoken against, and were desirous of hearing S. 
Paul's opinion. That opinion concerning “ Jesus and the 
sect ” he frankly gave them. The result was, that they 
agreed not among . themselves ; and when S. Paul de- 
clared to them that the “salvation of God was sent 
unto the Gentiles, and that they would hear it, they 
departed, and had great reasoning among themselves.” 

But the question naturally occurs, Where was the 
chief personage : where was S. Peter all this time ? 
One might have expected that he would have been 
among the first to welcome S. Paul (“our beloved 
brother”) ; or, at any rate, that he would have visited 
him at his “ lodging : ” but this was not the case, nor 
do we find it ever was so during the two whole years 
he was detained a prisoner at Borne. 

But another question suggests itself : How did it hap- 
pen that the chief of the Jews were so ill-informed of 
the “ things concerning Jesus,” and their minds so little 
disabused of prejudices concerning “ this sect,” if, as is 
alleged, S. Peter had by this time been fully twenty 
years Bishop of Borne, — S. Peter, to whom was “ com- 
mitted the Gospel of the circumcision,” and “ in whom 
He that was mighty in S. Paul towards the Gentiles, 
“ wrought effectually to the Apostleship of the circum- 
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cision” ? y And why did these Jews apply to S. Paul, 
and not to S. Peter, for information concerning Jesus 
and the sect? Can it be possible that S. Peter had 
never yet set foot in Rome? We find no evidence 
hitherto answering in the affirmative. There can be no 
question, however, that the Gospel had reached Rome 
some time before S. Paul arrived there ; but how, we 
have no certain intelligence. It is not improbable that 
it was through some of those “ strangers of Rome,” of 
whom mention is likewise made, who although said to 
be “ dwellers at Jerusalem,” — whether as inhabitants or 
sojourners on the occasion (and there were probably 
some of both), — would doubtless have communication 
with the imperial city, and through this channel Rome 
may have received the germs of the Christian faith. 
But the question here is not who first published the 
Gospel in Rome, but whether S. Peter was Bishop 
there for the space of twenty-five years, as asserted in 
the Annuario Pontijieio. 

From the Book of the Acts, then, we proceed to S. 
Paul’s Epistle to these very Romans, whose Church S. 
Peter is said to have governed for so many years. This 
Epistle is supposed to have been written about the year 
58 : that is, some sixteen years after S. Peter entered 
upon his alleged episcopate over the Church in Rome. 
It is, therefore, only reasonable to expect to find, if not 
proof positive of the fact of such episcopate, at least 
some allusion to it. But, strange to say, not a word of 
S. Peter — not so much as the mention of his name — is 
to be found there, from beginning to end. And although 

1 Gal ii. 8. 
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nearly a whole chapter is devoted to the salutation of 
various individuals, not the slightest recognition of S. 
Peter is to be met with. Does this not argue an 
unconsciousness on the part of S. Paul that S. Peter 
was then either at Home, or the accredited head of the 
Church there ? Besides, S. Paul was the last person 
to encroach upon another man’s line of labour; much 
more so may we suppose upon S. Peter’s. 

Now, various attempts have been made to give a 
colouring to this omission of all mention of S. Peter 
in the Epistle to the Eomans; such as, that Si Paul 
may have been aware of S. Peter’s absence, or may have 
written to him privately, and that therefore there was 
no necessity for such salutation ; that, at most, this 
omission was not greater than what appears to have 
been made in other of his Epistles, in which are in- 
cluded no special greetings to the leading personages of 
the Churches to which these Epistles are addressed. But 
the real difficulty here, and which is left untouched by 
all such conjectures, is — not that S. Paul did not make 
special mention of the bishops and others of these 
Churches, such as the Corinthian, Galatian, Ephesian, 
etc. ; but that he should have sent salutations to so 
many individuals of distinction in the Church at Borne, 
and yet have omitted all mention of S. Peter ; which 
with no show of reason can it be supposed he would 
have done had he known that S. Peter was Bishop of 
Borne, much less had he been acknowledged as head 
of the Universal Church ? 

We find no evidence, then, of S. Peter’s connection, 
either official or personal, with the Church of Borne in 
the Epistle to the Bomans. 

c 
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S. Paul, as already mentioned, was detained a prisoner 
two years, and during this period he is said to have 
written his Epistles to the “Ephesians, Philippians, 
Colossians, Galatians, Hebrews, 2 Timothy, and Phile- 
mon.” * 

In vain do we search for the slightest reference to S. 
Peter in any one of them. From all this, together with 
S. Peter’s complete silence to the Church of Eome, 
evinced by his never having written to it one line during 
the whole of his alleged long absences, it is manifest 
that he was as ignorant that he was its ruler par 
excellence, as S. Paul appears to have been. 

But another curious circumstance is recorded by one 
of the earliest Christian writers regarding S. Peter, 
which is, that he was not, as the “ Annuario Pontificio,” 
and all Romanist authorities assert, the first Pope or 
Bishop of Rome at alL Irenaeus, who wrote in the 
second century, tells us plainly that Linus was the first 
Bishop of Rome. He gives the following account of 
the origin of the Roman episcopate : “ The two blessed 
Apostles ” (Peter and Paul), he says, “ having founded 
the Church (at Rome), committed the episcopate to 
Linus.” Had Linus, then, been the successor of any 
Apostle, it was not of S. Peter alone, but of S. Peter 
and S. Paul conjointly, for they had an equal share in 
his appointment. But it was never alleged that S. Paul 
was Bishop of Rome, yet his title to have been so con- 
sidered was quite as valid as that of S. Peter. Hence 
it inevitably follows that his present Holiness Pius IX., 
is not the successor of “ Peter,” as Bishop of Rome, but 

z Bellar. Tom. I., p. 557. 
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of Linus. Irenaeus says, “The two blessed Apostles 
appointed Linus to govern the Church in Rome.” He 
then enumerates a regular succession of Bishops, by 
name, down to Eleutherius, the twelfth Bishop, who was 
his own contemporary® Now, it is very improbable 
that Irenaeus should have been mistaken in a simple 
matter of fact. He lived neither so remote from Rome, 
nor from the Apostolic age (not more than an ordinary 
life-time from S. John), as to have fallen into such an 
oversight as to omit all mention of S. Peter, had he 
really been the first Pope of Rome. He was writing 
against the heretics of his day, and would doubtless be 
on his guard against any possible mistake on this 
point. But he makes no more allusion to any special 
connection of S. Peter with that Church, than he does 
of S. Paul ; and had Irenaeus committed a mistake here, 
Eusebius, who wrote some 150 years later, would have 
noticed and corrected it. But this he did not do ; on 
the contraiy, he endorses Irenaeus' statement on the 
subject : “ T?}? Be Pcofiauov ifCKXrjaia^ fiera ttjv UavXov 
teal Herpov putprvpLav Trpwro? tcXrjpovrai rrjv eiruncoir^v 
Alvo^r (Euseb., & Hist., Lib. iii. 2.) We may, there- 
fore, safely conclude that Irenaeus was right in chroni- 
cling Linus as the first Pope or Bishop of Rome. Where, 
then, is the claim “ ad hanc Petri Cathedram” as put 
forth in his Holiness* Apostolic letter ; and where the 
authority for the assertion in the “ Annuario Pontificio,” 
that S. Peter was the first Pope or Bishop of Rome? 
S. Peter and S. Paul were doubtless Bishops apostolic, 
in the highest sense of the word. In this sense the 

a Iren., Con. Hser., Lib iii., cap. 3, p. 176. 
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Apostles had no successors. It was to the episcopate 
that Linus was appointed , not succeeded ; for then, with 
the episcopate, he must also have succeeded to the 
apostolate. 

It was from confounding these two essentially different 
things, the apostolate and the episcopate, that we meet 
with so many rhetorical appeals in the Epistles of S. 
Leo, S. Gregory, and others, to the “ chair of Peter,” 
which they assumed that they were occupying as his 
successors; whereas this was no more a proof that S. 
Peter was Bishop of Rome, in the true sense of the 
word, than it was that they were Apostles ; or that be- 
cause the Scribes and Pharisees of our Lord’s day sat 
in Moses’ seat, therefore they were prophets, and Moses 
a Scribe or a Pharisee. 

The “ Cathedra ” (the term his Holiness uses) of the 
infant Church of Borne was undoubtedly Apostolical, 
but not more so than was that of Jerusalem, Corinth, 
Ephesus, or Antioch. For the Church of Antioch 
was likewise founded by Apostles, but in this instance 
“ by Paul and Peter.” S. Ignatius, writing to the Chris- 
tians of Antioch, addresses them as the disciples of 
Paul and of Peter, and names Evodius as the first who 
was appointed by the Apostles to be their bishop. b From 
this it is evident that the Bishop of Antioch has as much 
right to claim the Cathedra of S. Peter as the Pope of 
Borne has ; nay, a prior claim, since Antioch was the 
older See. And as to the Church of Borne styling 
herself the “ Mother and Mistress ” of all Churches, that 

b “Pauli et Petri fuistis discipuli, ne perdatis depositum. Memen- 
tole Evodii, dignfc beati pastoris Vestri, qui primus constitutus eat 
ab Apostolis vester antistes. ” — Igna. Epis. ad Antiochenos. 
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is a misnomer of post-primitive origin, since everybody 
knows that if such title belonged to any Church from 
the beginning, that Church was Jerusalem. Nor can 
it be considered any disparagement of S. Peter to add, 
that if any Apostle had a superior claim to the honour 
of occupying the “ Cathedra ” of the Church of Rome, 
that Apostle was, not S. Peter, but S. Paul, who “dwelt 
there two whole years in his own hired house, and 
received all that came in unto him : preaching the 
kingdom of God, and teaching those things which con- 
cern the Lord Jesus Christ, with all confidence, no man 
forbidding him.” 0 

No claim to the episcopate of the Church of Rome, 
so well founded as this, has ever been advanced in be- 
half of S. Peter : and not of the Church of Rome only, 
for upon S. Paul devolved the additional and “ daily 
care of all the Churches.” Could this have been said 
of S. Peter, there might be some excuse for his Holi- 
ness claiming “the care and government of the Uni- 
versal Church ” as his alleged successor. 

It will have been remarked that when Eusebius 
mentions the supposed sphere of S. Peter’s missionary 
labours, he adds, “Who, coming at last to Rome, was 
crucified,” etc. That S. Peter came, or was carried, to 
Rome towards the close of his life, is very probable; 
but it is entirely subversive of the assertion in the 
Annuario Pontijicio , that he occupied his “ chair there 
for twenty-five years,” or from “42 to 66.” When a 
person is said to come to such a place “ at last,” we 
generally understand that he had not been there before : 

c Acts xxviii. 30 — 31. 
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and there is certainly no trace of S. Peter at Home 
down to S. Paul’s release from his two years* imprison- 
ment, commonly set down as occurring in 63. If S. 
Peter, then, had been already in Eome, and that for 
near a quarter of a century, making every allowance 
for his frequent alleged official alibis , how could it be 
said that he came thither at last (e*7 rl reXei), which can 
only mean one or both of these two things, — that he 
had not been there before, and even then, only near 
the end of his life. 

Lactantius, too, who wrote somewhat earlier than 
Eusebius, gives an account of S. Peter’s antecedents, 
totally at variance with the notion of any lengthened 
sojourn of the Apostle at Home, much more of his 
having “resided” there as Head of the Church for 
twenty-five years. He says that “ Peter came to Eome 
in the reign of Nero.” Now, Nero succeeded Claudius, 
in the year 54 or 55, and reigned to 68. After describing 
the “preaching of the disciples through every land, and 
their founding Churches in all the provinces and cities,” 
Lactantius relates as follows : d “ And when Nero was 
now reigning, Peter came to Eome. Which thing 
coming to the ears of Nero, when he found that not 
only in Eome, but that everywhere, a great multitude 
daily forsook the worship of idols, going over to the 

d Cumque jam Nero imperaret Petrus Romam advenit. Qu& re ad 
Neronem delate, cum auimadverteret non modd Rom®, sed ubique 
quotidie magnam multitudinem deficere a cultu idolorum, et ad 
religionem novam, damnatd. vetustate, transire ; ut erat execrabilis 
ac nocens tyrannus, prosilivit ad excidendum cseleste templum, 
delendamque justitiam ; et primus omnium persecutes Dei servos, 
Petrum cruci affixit, et Paulum mterfecit,” 
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new religion, and condemning the old one; since he 
was an execrable and wicked tyrant, he sprang forth, 
both to destroy the heavenly temple, and to extirpate 
justice ; and persecuting, above all others, the servants 
of God, He crucified Peter and slew Paul” e 
We see, then, that at least three distinguished author- 
ities of the second and third centuries ignore the dogma, 
that St Peter was the first Pope or Bishop of Rome, 
unless there may have been two first Popes or Bishops ; 
or rather three, — S. Peter, S. Paul, and Linus, — living 
at one and the same time. We read, indeed, of there 
having been rival Popes of Borne, such as Urban VI. 
and Clement VIL; but this was not until the fourteenth 
century, when the Church of Rome and her Popes 
had long drifted from their Apostolic “ moorings.” But 
for that matter, S. Peter might be called Bishop of 
Rome, even although, like some other Bishops or Popes, 
he had never seen Rome. For we are told of not fewer 
than five consecutive Popes who had never been in 
Rome. These were Clement V., John XXIL, Benedict 
XIL, Clement VL, and Innocent VI., who were ordained 
in Gaul, and always remained there.” f 

I£ then, this “ Suprema Potest^” claimed in the 
Annuario Pmtificio, and reiterated in the Apostolical 
Letter to “all Protestants and Non-Catholics,” depend 
upon his Holiness “ having been raised to the throne 

e Migne Patrologiae Cursns. Lactantius. Tom. viii., pp. 195-6. 

f “ Multi Romani Pontifices nunquam fuerant Romae, ut Clemens 
V., Joannes XXIL, Benedictus XIL, Clemens VL, Innocentius VL, 
qui, in Galliis ordinati, ibidem semper manserunt.”* 

* Bellar. de Snmmo Pontifice. Lib. ii, cap. L 
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of Peter as Pope or Bishop of Rome, and therefore 
advanced to the government and care of the whole 
Catholic Church,” it is a claim as destitute of all reliable 
evidence as is the myth that S. Peter occupied his chair 
in Rome “ for twenty-five years,” or “ from 42 to 66.” 
And this brings us to the second branch of the subject 
proposed to be considered : the Supremacy of the Pope 
of Rome over the Universal Church, by inheritance from 
S. Peter. 
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We come now to the second branch of the subject, 
— that of the supremacy, which, like the first, falls 
to be determined, not by the dogmatic authority of the 
Church of Rome, but, as a matter of fact, by legitimate 
and conclusive evidence. 

This alleged supremacy, then, which in terms of the 
Apostolic Letter claims to be of Divine appointment, 
must have had a beginning ; but unless that beginning 
were from the first, so to speak, such claim is worthless ; 
for if it were not genuine in its origin, neither can it be 
so at the present day : since by no lapse of time can 
fiction change its nature, and grow into reality or fact ; 
but, as S. Cyprian says, “ Wont and use without truth 
are but the rust of error.” a 

The chief point, therefore, to be determined is, Did 
“our Lord Jesus Christ Himself” confer upon S. Peter, 
exclusively, supreme authority and jurisdiction over all 
Christian peoples, countries, and churches, even over 
the actual Apostles; and these supreme powers to be 

a Epis. budv. 
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transmitted by him to all his successors, in the See of 
Rome, to the end of time ? 

Let us take first the case of the Apostles. When 
and where did S. Peter exercise supreme authority over 
them ? Did he do so over S. James, or over the Council 
at Jerusalem? Did he do so over S. Paul? On the 
contrary, we find that, so far was S. Paul from acknow- 
ledging any superiority of his brother Apostle over him 
on the occasion of their meeting at Antioch (Antioch, 
too, the very scene of his alleged previous “ Cathedra ”), 
he “withstood him to his face, before all, because he was 
to be blamed, in that he walked not uprightly, according 
to the truth of the Gospel.” b This was anything but a 
proof of S. Peter’s Divinely delegated supremacy over the 
rest of the Apostles. And not only so, but if S. Paul 
was right (and there is not a word of remonstrance here 
on the part of S. Peter) then the basis alike of the 
infallibility and the supremacy of the Bishop of Rome, 
so far as S. Peter is concerned, is overthrown. 

But the disproof of such supremacy of S. Peter over 
the other Apostles does not rest upon any individual 
instance. It is abundantly confirmed in every part of 
Holy Writ, where the administration or government of 
the Church is concerned. Who, for example, ordained 
and exercised Apostolic jurisdiction over Timothy and 
Titus ? Not S. Peter, but S. PauL Who, again, exercised 
supreme and independent authority over the numerous 
Churches which S. Paul had founded at Corinth, at 
Ephesus, and elsewhere, — at Ephesus, whence he called 
the elders of the Church to Miletus, and delivered to 

b GaL ii. 11, 12, 13, 14. 
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them that parting and solemn charge : “Take heed, 
therefore, to yourselves, and to all the flock over which 
the Holy Ghost hath made you overseers ,° to feed the 
Church of God, which He hath purchased with His 
own blood ” ? But, indeed, it is needless to ask when 
and where was the infant Church under the supreme 
government and administration of any one of the 
Apostles more than of another. 

Had S. Peter possessed this Divinely delegated supre- 
macy, which the Church of Borne claims by inheritance 
from him, it is notorious that occasions were never 
wanting to call forth its exercise. For there can be no 
manner of doubt that both dissensions and divisions 
and even schisms existed in the Church during the lives 
of the Apostles, which S. Peter’s supreme authority, if 
he had any such, would have been the most effectual 
means of arresting. But what steps did S. Peter, in 
particular, take to suppress them? No traces of any 
such measures are to be met with. Else, how did it 
happen that S. Paul should again have been so far 
remiss in duty to his superior, “the supreme head of 
the Universal Church,” as to take upon himself to cen- 
sure the Corinthians, as he did, not only for their many 
grievous violations of the Christian law of morality, but 
for insubordination to their spiritual rulers ? This was 
not S. Paul’s function, but S. Peter’s, according to the 
dictum of the Church of Borne. And it is worthy of 
note, that S. Paul did not volunteer his good offices to 
the Corinthian Church. These were sought for both 
through private channels and by authorised letter or 

c faruTKoirov*. Acts xx. 28. 
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letters; for he speaks “ concerning the things whereof 
ye wrote unto me.” d Now, is it credible that the Corin- 
thians should have applied to S. Paul to solve questions 
not only on points of discipline, but also of doctrine, 
had the “ chair of S. Peter at Pome” been the Divinely 
appointed tribunal, which alone could authoritatively 
determine such matters ? But so far were the Corin- 
thians, apparently, from ever having heard of S. Peter’s 
supremacy, that one ground of contention among them 
was, to which of the Apostles they should attach them- 
selves.® Now, if S. Peter had then been acknowledged 
as “ supreme head of the Church upon earth,” the Corin- 
thians could have been at no loss as to the choice they 
ought to make. 

The following account, as supplied by S. Paul, may 
serve as a specimen of the state of matters in the 
Corinthian Church when he penned his first Epistle to 
it. “ It hath been declared to me of you, my brethren, 
that there are contentions among you : that every one 
of you saith, I am of Paul, and I of Apollos, and I of 
Cephas, and I of Christ.” We see, then, that the Corin- 
thians attributed no superiority to S. Peter, but rather 
the reverse ; for they ranked him not only as second to 
S. Paul, but also as second to Apollos, who was not even 
an Apostle in the strict sense of the word. Nor was 
this all, for S. Paul animadverts with mingled surprise 
and regret upon their utter want of all decent order in 
their religious assemblies. “How is it, brethren?” he 
asks, “ when ye come together every one of you hath a 
psalm, hath a doctrine, hath a tongue, hath a revelation, 

d 1 Cor. vii. 1. e 1 Cor. i. 12. 
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hath an interpretation.” f Nor does he fail to censure 
them for the scandal they brought upon the Church by 
their unseemly and profane conduct when they “ came 
together,” he says, “not to eat the Lord’s Supper, for 
one is hungry, and another is drunken.” g And there 
were doubtless other matters amiss, for he adds, at verse 
34?, “ The rest will I set in order when I come.” 

Now, if such disorders as have been described by S. 
Paul could exist for years unredressed in the then infant 
state of the Church, and under its “ supreme governor 
and administrator,” who by this time must have occupied 
his “ chair in Eome ” for no less a period than fourteen 
or fifteen years, as Eoman authorities assert ; then there 
are only two conclusions at which any unprejudiced 
mind could arrive: the one, that S. Peter’s “supreme 
headship” was a manifest failure, which it would be 
hard to believe were it indeed of “Divine appointment;” 
the other, that both S. Peter and the Corinthian Church 
were equally unconscious of this supreme and exclusive 
authority with which the Church of Eome has thought 
fit to invest him. Between the two preceding alter- 
natives the Church of Eome is welcome to choose. And 
here the claim to universal jurisdiction, on the part of 
the Popes of Eome, as successors of S. Peter, might be 
considered as conclusively set at rest ; for by no known 
law could S. Peter bequeath to his successors, whether 
real or supposititious, that which he did not possess 
himself. 

But as this supremacy was unheard of during the 
lifetime of S. Peter, so was it neither exercised nor 

f 1 Cor. xiv. 26. g 1 Cor. xi. 20, 21. 
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claimed in the age of his alleged immediate successors. 
Take, for example, the episcopate of Linus and Anac- 
letus, the first and second Bishops of Borne, and we 
hear of no high-sounding claims to universal jurisdiction 
as being put forth by them ; but say that their writings 
may have perished, and that therefore we know nothing 
of what they either said or did in the matter. 

Let us take, then, the case of S. Clement, the third 
Pope or Bishop of Borne. We know enough from his 
Epistle to the Corinthian Church to be able to judge 
of what were his thoughts on the subject of the supre- 
macy, which he must likewise have inherited from S. 
Peter, and had now ample opportunity, as well as cause, 
for exercising. For the divisions and schisms which 
had prevailed there at so early a period were by no 
means yet healed ; and these, we might suppose, from 
their apparent inveteracy, would now call forth from the 
“ head of the Church ” more stringent and severe mea- 
sures for their suppression than had been resorted to by 
S. PauL But it was not so. S. Clement, indeed, wrote 
to the Corinthians, but not as being invested with any 
supreme authority or jurisdiction over them ; or, indeed, 
from any other motive than what sprung from the 
dictates of brotherly love, and an earnest concern for 
the peace and well-being of the Church. He does not 
say, with his present Holiness, that he had been “ raised 
to the throne of Peter.” He does not assume the title 
even of Bishop, which he might well have done. He 
writes to them not in his own name, but in that of the 
Church : “ The Church of God dwelling at Borne, to the 
Church of God dwelling at Corinth.” 

Now, although the Epistle of S. Clement to the 
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Corinthians is not included in the Canon of Holy 
Scripture, yet since its authenticity has been so gene- 
rally admitted, it is most valuable as throwing a light 
upon the spirit which animated these primitive Popes 
or Bishops of Rome, as well as of their real position in, 
and relation to, the Church at large. 

S. Clement* then, alludes, as we may suppose he would 
do, and that especially, to the unhappy divisions which 
still rent the Corinthian Church; and he does so in 
deepest sorrow. “The Apostles,” h he says, “preached 
to us from the Lord Jesus Christ; Jesus Christ from 
God. Christ, therefore, was sent by God, the Apostles 
by Christ ; so that both these things were done orderly, 
according to the will of God. Having, therefore, re- 
ceived commandment, and being perfectly certified by 
the resurrection of our Lord Jesus Christ, and convinced 
by the Word of God, with the fulness of the Holy 
Spirit, they went forth proclaiming that the kingdom 
of God was at hand. And thus preaching through 
countries and cities, they appointed the first-fruits of 
these, having proved them by the Holy Spirit, to be 
‘ Bishops * 1 and ministers to those who should afterwards 
believe. But the Apostles likewise knew, through our 
Lord Jesus Christ, that there would be contentions under 
the pretext of the episcopate. Having, therefore, a per- 
fect foreknowledge of this, they appointed to the afore- 
said an interim share*; that, although they should be 
taken to their rest, other approved men might succeed 
to their ministry. We cannot, therefore, think that those 

b Epis. i. ad Cor., Capp. xlii, xliv. 

* iwiCKOTTOV*. 
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who were either appointed by the Apostles, or those 
afterwards chosen by other eminent men, with the 
approval of the whole Church, and who have for a long 
time obtained an excellent report, should be deposed 
from their office. But we see that you have driven 
some such, who were living honourably among you, 
from the ministry, which by their blameless lives they 
adorned.” “ Wherefore,” he adds, “are these strifes, 
and anger, and divisions, and schisms, and war among 
us ? Have we not all one God and one Christ ? Why 
then do we rend and tear in pieces the members of 
Christ, and raise seditions against our own body ; and 
are come to such a pitch of madness, as to forget that 

we are members one of another ? Your schism has 

perverted many, has discouraged many, has caused diffi- 
dence in many, and grief to us all. And yet your 
factions continue. Take the Epistle of the blessed 
Apostle Paul into your hands. What was it that he 
wrote to you ? He did verily admonish you concerning 
himself, and Cephas, and Apollos, because that even 
then ye had begun to fall into parties among yourselves. 
Nevertheless, your partiality then led you into a much 
less sin, forasmuch as ye placed your affections upon 
Apostles, who sealed their testimony with their blood, 
and upon another, who was greatly tried and approved 
by them. But consider, we pray you, who are they that 
have now led you astray, and lessened the reputation of 
that brotherly love which was so eminent among you. 
It is a shame, my beloved, yea, a burning shame, and 
unworthy of your Christian profession, that the most 
steadfast and ancient Church of the Corinthians should 
by one or two persons be led into revolt against its 
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rulers. And this report is come not only to us, but to 
those also who take part against us, insomuch that the 

name of our Lord is blasphemed through your folly 

Let us, therefore, with all haste, put an end to this in- 
subordination, and fall down before the Lord, and beseech 
Him with tears, that He would be graciously reconciled 
to us, and restore us to a seemly and holy course of 
brotherly love.” * 

This may suffice as a specimen of the nature of that 
authority which S. Clement exercised towards the 
Corinthian Church. He does not threaten it with 
excommunication unless it acknowledged his supreme 
authority, as the successor of S. Peter ; nor does he 
pronounce an anathema against such of its refractory 
members, who, like “Corah and his company ” (to whom 
he compares them), had thrown off their allegiance to 
those who were set over them in the Lord. He says 
not a word of possessing any authority or jurisdiction 
over them, as derived from S. Peter, which he would 
naturally have done had such been the case; but instead 
of that, he refers them to “ the Epistle of the blessed 
Paul the Apostle, and to the admonition he had given 
them.” As to S. Peter himself, he never once alludes 
to his name as having interfered in their disputes in 
any manner of way, either by letter or otherwise. 
Would he, then, on an occasion like the present, and 
when constrained by every obligation of respect and 
duty, have thus completely ignored S. Peter, had he 
been aware that he was supreme head over the universal 
Church, and himself his successor only by three removes? 



i Epis. i., capp. xlvi, xlvii., xlviii. 
D 
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The thing is incredible. We are, therefore, shut up to 
the conclusion that this alleged supremacy, upon which 
the Church of Rome builds its theory, was utterly 
unknown to S. Clement. 

It is confidently argued, however, on behalf of the 
claims of the Church of Rome, that S. Clement having 
written to the Corinthian Church is sufficient proof that it 
was under his rightful jurisdiction, as having a “divinely 
delegated sovereignty over it” But the simple fact of his 
having so written, and even been written to, is no more 
a proof of such rightful sovereignty, than that S. Paul's 
having written to the same Church, and his having 
been written to by it, is a proof that the “ supreme and 
exclusive administration of the Universal Church” was 
divinely committed to him . As far, then, as such an 
argument is of value, if it were applied to S. Peter and 
S. Paul, instead of S. Clement and S. Paul, it would 
establish the claim of S. Paul to superiority over his 
brother Apostle more than in a tenfold degree ; for 
whilst not fewer than fourteen Epistles bear the name 
of S. Paul, not more than two claim the authorship of 
S. Peter, and one of these not always and everywhere 
received. Nothing, therefore, is to be gained to the 
supremacy of the Bishop of Rome from the simple 
fact of S. Clement having written to the Corinthian 
Church. 

And as this claim to supreme, coercive authority, on 
the part of the Bishop of Rome, was unknown to S. 
Clement, so was it long after his day. It was neither 
acknowledged nor known to the Church in the time of 
Anicetus, the tenth Pope or Bishop of Rome. Por when 
he endeavoured to persuade Polycarp, Bishop of Smyrna, 
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to adopt the Koman custom as to the time of keeping 
Easter, in which the East differed from the West, that 
venerable Bishop asserted his right to continue the 
observance he had been accustomed to, and had learned 
from S. John; thus maintaining his independence, as 
well as that of the Asiatic or Eastern Churches, of the 
See of Borne. And so far was this difference of opinion 
and of custom from creating any estrangement between 
these two primitive Bishops, that on Polycarp visiting 
Borne, Anicetus is said to have yielded to him the 
precedence in celebrating the Holy Eucharist. k 

It is worthy, too, of especial note, that Polycarp was 
contemporary with, and had survived six of Anicetus* 
predecessors ; so that he must have been well aware of 
the relations that had thitherto subsisted between the 
Eastern and Western Bishops, and their respective 
Churches. It does not appear that either of the imme- 
diate successors of Anicetus (Soter and Eleutherius) 
sought to disturb the peace of the Church on the Easter 
question. Victor, however, the thirteenth Pope, some 
thirty years later, attempted to bring the Eastern 
Churches into subjection to the West ; but failing, he 
so far forgot “ what manner of spirit he was of,’* as to 
excommunicate them in cumulo. For this unwarrantable 
assumption of authority, Irenseus, Bishop of Lyons, and 
contemporary with Eleutherius, Victors immediate pre- 
decessor, took him sharply to task. He reminds him 
that none of his predecessors had ever attempted to 
enforce compliance with their customs, neither had 
exercised such powers out of their own jurisdiction. 

k Iren, ad Haer., lib. iii, cap. 3. 
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And this testimony of Irenseus is all the more important 
from its being impartial ; since he, though an Asiatic, 
observed the Eoman custom of keeping Easter. 

As this claim to universal supremacy was thus re- 
pudiated in the time of Polycarp and Irenseus, in the 
second century, so was it equally denied and rejected 
by Cyprian, of Carthage, in the middle of the third . 1 
For, whether he were right or wrong on the question of 
heretical baptism, which was then agitating the Church, 
he did not hesitate to freely censure Stephen for sanc- 
tioning, as he conceived, an abuse of one of the most 
sacred ordinances of the Church ; nor does it matter 
that Cyprian’s opinion was overruled by subsequent 
Councils, for so was that of Stephen also. But these 
Councils neither condemned nor censured the conduct 
of the African Bishop for insubordination to the Pope ; 
which they no doubt would have done had Stephen 
been acknowledged as supreme, infallible head of the 
universal Church. Whether the question in dispute, 
then, were one of doctrine or discipline, or of both, it 
is enough to show that Cyprian vindicates his indepen- 
dence, both of thought and action, of the Pope of Borne ; 
in which he was unanimously supported by a Council, 
which he assembled on the occasion, consisting of not 
fewer than eighty-five Bishops. All attempts, therefore, 
of these two ambitious Popes, — Victor and Stephen, — 
the one to bring the Churches of Asia, the other, those 
of Africa, under the power of Borne signally failed ; 
and it is worthy of notice, that these two eminent 
Bishops and martyrs, — Polycarp and Cyprian, notwith- 

i Not© D. 
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standing their respective conflicts with Popes Victor and 
Stephen, hold a conspicuous place in the Roman calendar 
of saints! We may be sure, therefore, that ip such 
dogma as that of the universal supremacy of the Pope 
of Rome was then acknowledged, and received by the 
Church. 

These unfounded claims, however, upon the rights 
and liberties of other Churches, rendered it not only 
expedient, but necessary, that measures should be taken 
to prevent a recurrence of such encroachments as had 
recently threatened to divide the Church. And accord- 
ingly the Council of Nice (325), having so far disposed 
of the Arian and Easter questions, established by 
Canon vi., that “ the ancient customs which prevailed 
in Egypt, Libya, and Pentapolis should be preserved ; 
that the Bishop of Alexandria should exercise authority 
over all these, since this was customary also with the 
Bishop of Rome.” m 

Now two things meet us on the very face of this 
Canon : first, that the countries there specified did not 
belong to the jurisdiction of the Bishop of Rome, and 
never had. For it would have been entirely ultra vires 
of this, or of any other Council to have ignored and 
invaded a supremacy over the Universal Church, based 
upon a Divine appointment. And we may be equally 
sure that the then Pope (Silvester) would have been 
the first to protest against any attempt to deprive him 
of his hereditary rights and privileges, had any such 
existed. But he did not do so. And, in the second 
place, it is evident that this Council, consisting of not 

“ Note E. 



Digitized by CjOOQle 




38 



PAPAL SUPREMACY. 



fewer than 31 8 Bishops, as is commonly stated, ascribed 
the authority of the Bishop of Rome to no higher 
source than they did that of the Bishop of Alexandria ; 
which was not to an exclusive jus divinum, but to cus- 
tom, as they said : “ Quia et urbis Rorase parilis mos 
est.” The Council, as is well known, was convened by 
the Emperor Constantine ; neither did Silvester attend 
it. He sent two presbyters, however, to represent him, 
— Vincentius and Victor, — who, next to Hosius, Bishop 
of Cordova, who presided, subscribed thus : “ Pro vene- 
rabili viro Papa, et episcopo nostro sancto Silvestro, 
subscripsimus, ita credentes sicut scriptum est.” These 
very legates, then, knew nothing of what his Holiness, 
Pius IX., claims of Divine right , — “ the government and 
care,” as he expresses it, “of the whole Catholic Church,” 
— (i Universce Catholicce ecclesice” 

And it is worthy of especial note, that the previous 
Council of Arles, holden in 314, and attended by two 
hundred bishops, some say six hundred, from the East, 
from Africa, Spain, Gaul, and Britain, makes not the 
slightest recognition of, or allusion to, any superiority, 
much less supremacy, of the Bishop of Rome. Twenty- 
two Canons of discipline were enacted by this Council, 
of which the seventeenth alone touches upon the rights 
of Bishops ; and it provides that “ no Bishop obtrude 
upon another Bishop : ” “Ut nullus episcopus alium epis - 
copum inmlcet .” 

This Council, too, was convoked by Constantine ; the 
legates of Pope Silvester signing fifth in order. 

Were these two hundred or six hundred Bishops, 
then, only so many suffragans, as it were, and subject 
to the Bishop of Rome ? In what relation they stood 

'v 
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to him may be gathered from the letter they addressed 
to him at the conclusion of their labours . 11 And from 
this it will be seen that it never entered their heads to 
address him otherwise than as par inter pares. There 
is no recognition of this “ Cathedra Petri ” as claimed 
by his present Holiness. And were not the Bishops of 
Britain then as free and independent of the Pope of 
Rome — they were York, London, and Lincoln, — as any 
other Bishops whom Constantine invited to attend that 
Council ? 

But the strangest thing of all is, that the “Apostolical 
Canons,” as they are called, and by whomsoever enacted, 
inasmuch as they affect to be a guide to the contem- 
porary affairs of the Primitive Church, neither claim 
nor acknowledge any exceptional, much less supreme 
authority, in behalf of the Bishop and See of Rome. 
On the contrary, Canon xxxiv. expressly declares that 
“ the Bishops of every nation ought to know and acknow- 
ledge him who is chief among them, and to reckon him 
as their head, and to do nothing that is difficult or of 
great importance, contrary to his opinion ; that each one 
should attend to those things which belong to his own 
district, and to the villages which are subject to him. 
But neither should he who is chief, do anything without 
the judgment of all ; for thus will there be concord, and 
God will be glorified through the Lord Jesus Christ .” 0 

Uow, if there were ever so fitting occasion for con- 
firming, or even preferring the claim of the Bishop of 
Rome to this pretended supremacy, it was surely that 
which the enactment of these Canons afforded. But 

n Note F. 0 Note G. 
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neither the Church of Home nor its Bishop, is so much 
as once named in the Canon above quoted. Unless^ 
therefore, it is absurdly to be taken for granted that the 
Bishop of Rome was both the Bishop and the Chief of 
every Tuition , the Canon above mentioned proves to a de- 
monstration, that no such thing as the “ supremacy ” of 
the Pope of Rome existed at the period in question. 
Who and what was meant by this “ Primus,” or chief 
“ of every nation,” Binius (no mean authority with the 
Church of Rome) tells us : viz., that “ the Synod of 
Nice, as well as that of Ephesus, adopting the Apostolic 
Canons , decreed that each of the Bishops should ac- 
knowledge his own Primate and Metropolitan ” 

We find no proof, then, of this supremacy of the 
Popes of Rome having been acknowledged hitherto, 
but much that tells against it 

Attempts, however, were made in this direction, but 
at a much later period, and from a different quarter, in 
the person of John, Patriarch of Constantinople, who 
aspired to the rank and title of (Ecumenical, or Universal 
Patriarch. Against this undue assumption of power, 
Gregory the Great, who was his contemporary, protested, 
on the score tt that it was a title hitherto unknown to the 
Church ; that no higher dignity than that of Patriarch 
had ever been heard of before the Council of Chalcedon 
(a.d. 451) ; and that although such title had then been 
offered to the Roman Pontiff (S. Leo), yet none of them 
had ever assumed or consented to use it.” And the fact 
of Leo’s not having done so, is alleged by S. Gregory, 
some 140 years later, as a reason against John of Con- 
stantinople adopting it. S. Gregory wrote to Maurice 
the Emperor on the subject of this “ singular title,” as 
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he called it ; and after paying due respect to the memory 
of S. Peter, he says that even “ he was not called 
Universal Pastor . ” He then adds, “ But my most holy 
fellow-Bishop John affects to be called Universal Bishop. 
0 tempora, 0 mores ! Who is this man, who, contrary 
to the laws of the Gospel and the decrees of our Canons, 
presumes to usurp to himself this new title? It was 
offered to the Roman Pontiff, but never accepted.” p 

It is clear, therefore, that no such style or title as that 
of Universal Patriarch, Pope, or Bishop, was known to 
the Church, or recognized by the Canons, in the days of 
this Gregory. And that he himself was no such exalted 
a personage, is equally plain. For had he conceived 
hims elf to have been “ raised ” (to adopt once more the 
language of Pius IX.) “ to the throne of Peter by Jesus 
Christ Himself, and therefore advanced to the supreme 
government and care of the whole Catholic Church,” 
there would have been no necessity or assignable reason 
for his appealing to the Emperor about the conduct of 
John. He had only to say the word : “Rome has spoken,” 
and his “most holy fellow Bishop,” or “this man,” must 
either have abandoned the idea of (Ecumenical Patriarch, 
or, in case of disobedience, have been suspended or de- 
posed as being affected with “ Luciferian pride,” and as 
the “ forerunner of Antichrist” Gregory styles the new 
title of Universal Patriarch “Nomen istud blasphemies! 1 

We have now arrived at the end of the sixth, or be- 
ginning of the seventh century, and find no more reliable 
evidence for this alleged universal supremacy of the 
Bishop or Bishops of Rome, than was to be discovered 



p S. Greg. Mag. ad Mauricium Aug. Epis. xx., lib. v. 
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in the first century, or during the lives of the Apostles 
themselves. We have, therefore, every reason to con- 
clude, that whatever ;may subsequently have been the 
powers of the Popes, — whether by usurpation, the 
policy of Emperors, undue influence brought to bear 
upon councils and synods, or, lastly, by fictitious titles , — 
this dogma of universal supremacy, as inherent in the 
person of S. Peter, and so descending from him to all 
the Popes of Rome, was one utterly unknown, not only 
to S. Peter himself, and to the rest of the Apostles, but 
to S. Clement, S. Polycarp, S. Irenaeus, S. Cyprian, with 
those of his age, and was actually repudiated and con- 
demned by the great S. Gregory himself, as an inno- 
vation upon the principles, decrees, and practice of the 
whole Church. 

In short, it does not fulfil the conditions of the 
Church’s own standard of truth, for it wants the “ Quod 
semper ,” the “ Qwod ubique” and the “ Quod ab omnibus 
and wanting these, to all intents and purposes it wants 
everything. And so far is it from being primitive, that 
it ranks in the same category with all other heresies, as 
tested by the sound maxim of Tertullian (adv. Prax .) : 
“Id est verum quod primum; quod posterius adulteruml 

It is affirmed in the Apostolical letter, as we have 
seen, that his Holiness was advanced to the supremacy 
over the universal Church by “ Christ the Lord Him- 
self” If this were known to be the case, as known it 
must have been if it were the fact, especially at a time 
when the ancient landmarks of episcopal authority and 
jurisdiction were being more accurately defined and 
established, how could the Council of Nice have decreed 
that the Bishop of Alexandria should have like power 
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over Egypt, Libya, and Pentapolis, that the Bishop of 
Rome had over the Italian provinces, or the suburbicarian 
Churches, as they were called? The Pope's legates 
accepted the decrees and canons of the Council on that 
express understanding. No claim was then advanced 
of any anterior authority as belonging to the Bishop of 
Rome, different either in kind or degree from what was 
now accorded to the Bishop of Alexandria. And that 
no such rightful claim existed is evident from the 
following circumstance : that when the Pope's (S. Leo's) 
legates at the Council of Chalcedon (451) claimed 
further jurisdiction, as having been conceded to him or 
his See by the Nicene Council, and when this claim 
was challenged by the Council of Carthage, consisting 
of 217 bishops, of whom S. Augustine was one, it was 
found, upon appeal to authentic copies of the Acts of 
that Council, that the words upon which the legates 
based their claim (“Quod Romana Ecclesia semper 
habuit principatum ") formed no part of Canon vi., but 
were an interpolation. 

It has been alleged that this was only “ a mistake " 
on the part of the legates, and that it was the Council 
of Sardica that was meant. The Council of Sardica 
(347), it is true, granted to Pope Julius the privilege of 
receiving appeals, if any such should be made to him, 
but not of demanding them proprio motu , much less as 
of Divine right The proposal for such appeals was 
first made by Hosius, Bishop of Cordova, who presided 
at the Council. But it was couched, and introduced in 
these terms : “ Let us honour, if you think proper, the 
memory of S. Peter the Apostle." After declaring that 
no Bishops should pass out of their own province into 
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another province where there were Bishops, unless 
invited by their brother Bishops, Canon iii. provides 
that “ if in any province a Bishop have a litigation with 
a brother Bishop, let neither of them call in a Bishop 
from another province as his advocate. But if any one 
of the Bishops should be judged, and cast in any cause, 
and he thinks he has good ground for a fresh trial, if 
you approve, let us honour the memory of S. Peter the 
Apostle, that those who have examined the case may 
write to Julius the Roman Bishop ; and if in his 
opinion there ought to be a new trial, let it be so ; and 
let him appoint judges. But if he is satisfied that the 
cause is such that what has been decided upon it ought 
not to be reopened, then what he decrees shall be 
confirmed.” q Now, this famous Canon shows, on the 
very face of it, that what was then done was a voluntary 
act on the part of the Council, not in satisfaction of any 
claim, divine or even ecclesiastical, on the part of the 
Bishop of Rome. The Act was clearly a permissive one, 
conferring a power which neither then belonged nor 
ever had belonged to the Bishop or Bishops of Rome. 
Else, why “ if you think proper ”? and why “ let” Julius 
do so and so, where the very mode of procedure is 
defined and prescribed, which leaves him no choice of 
action in the matter ? He must do this and that, other- 
wise he goes counter to the Canon. And would this 
have been so, if the power either of receiving or dis- 
posing of appeals had already belonged to his office as 
Bishop of Rome ? He is not styled, Julius Bishop of 
the “ universal Church,” but simply “ Julius Romanus 
episcopus” 

« Note H. 
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The concession, then, such as it was, I repeat, was a 
voluntary act on the part of the Council ; and at most 
a conventional expedient, unknown before the middle 
of the fourth century, and not even then binding on the 
whole Church ; for when it was attempted to establish 
a precedent upon this concession, the Council of Milevi, 
or Milevis, in Numidia, decided against appeals being 
sent to Borne, against Popes Zosimus, Boniface, and 
Celestine. Sixty African Bishops subscribed their names, 
among whom S. Augustine’s signature was the fourth. 
Nor did the African Bishops simply prohibit appeals 
being sent to Rome, or elsewhere ; but actually attached 
the penalty of excommunication to all, under their au- 
thority, who should so appeal. 

This new doctrine of appeals to Borne was felt to 
be not only subversive of all established order in the 
Church, but to open a door of escape to every renegade 
from the legitimate authority of his own ecclesiastical 
superior, as was proved in the case of the notorious 
African presbyter, Apiarius, which drew forth such a 
spirited remonstrance from the African Bishops. They 
reminded Pope Celestine that the question of jurisdic- 
tion was settled by the Nicene Council, which “wisely 
and justly provided that all matters of dispute should 
be decided, and should terminate in the places where 
they had arisen ; believing that the grace of the Holy 
Spirit would not be wanting to each province, unless 
perhaps there were any who believed that God would 
inspire any one single person with grace to try causes 
justly, and refuse it to numerous Bishops assembled 
in Council.” “We find it decreed,” say they, “in no 
Council of the Fathers, that any should be sent from 
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your Holiness .... Whoever desires it, do not send legates 
to execute your orders ; do not yield to their request, 
lest we seem to be bringing the arrogance, ambition, and 
pride of the world into the Church of Christ.” 

What seemed to these loyal adherents to the Canons 
of primitive Councils to be bringing the arrogance, am- 
bition, and pride of the world into the Church of Christ, 
soon passed from appearance into reality, and bears its 
kindred fruits to this day. 

Mr. Ffoulkes has fallen into a mistake, or at least 
has volunteered a statement, which without explana- 
tion might be apt to mislead, when he says, in his letter 
to Archbishop Manning (p. 60), “The Anglican divines, 
in taking their stand on Canon viii. of the Council of 
Ephesus, r ought in fairness to have acknowledged them- 
selves bound by the Sardican Canons, which British 
Bishops assisted in passing, admitting and regulating 
appeals to the Pope.” But he omits all mention of how 
this concession of appeals to the Bishop of Borne 
originated ; that it was a voluntary act, as has just 
been remaked, on the part of the Council “If you 
think proper,” were the terms in which Hosius, the 
proposer of the measure, submitted it to the Council, on 
the score of authority. Had Hosius and those over 
whom he presided ever dreamt that they were dealing 
with a question of “ Divine right,” which is now arro- 
gated in behalf of appeals to the Pope of Borne, can 
we suppose that he was so far demented as to make the 
proposition, and they to accept it, with a simple, “If 
you think proper!” The very terms in which Mr. 

r Note I. 
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Ffoulkes speaks of the affair, — such as, “the British 
Bishops assisting, admitting, and regulating appeals to 
the Pope,” — show its mundane origin. For what had 
the British Bishops, or any other Bishops, to do with 
admitting or not admiting, and above all, with “regu- 
lating a Divine right ” ? If, then, as Mr. F. says, this 
“ concession of the Sardican Council be the true limit 
of what is due to the Pope from England,” very little, 
or nothing is due indeed. Mr. F. is, therefore, more 
consistent when he says, “ The primatial See of England, 
whether at Caerleon or elsewhere, was originally inde- 
pendent and autocephalous ; and never should have been 
amenable to the jurisdiction of the Pope of Eome, 
whether for consecration or any similar purpose.” 

Hence it is undeniable that in throwing off the yoke 
of the Pope of Eome the Anglican Church only vindi- 
cated and exercised her inherent rights as an autocratic 
or self-governing Church. And with this illegitimate 
dogma of appeals to the Bishop of Eome as a claim of 
Divine institution, must likewise go overboard that of 
the supremacy, for they are parent and offspring. If 
the Anglican Church required any justification for 
emancipating herself from the thraldom of Eome, that 
justification is supplied by Mr. Ffoulkes himself, upon 
other and higher grounds than the observance or non- 
observance of the Sardican Canons. 

“ The Popes,” he says, “ are not to be followed when 
they have erred, any more than S. Peter. Therefore, 
when they made fellowship with their errors indis- 
pensable to fellowship with their See, the only course 
left was to abandon both.” Nor is this all, for he 
continues : “ Having discovered the general system of 
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Church Government in which England, in common with 
all other western nations, had up to that time (the 
time of the Keformation) acquiesced, to have been based 
upon forgeries, and opposed to the genuine code of the 
Church, I unhesitatingly recognize the right, nay the 
duty paramount, of every local Church to revolt against 
such a concatenation of spurious legislation as this, and 
scattering to the winds every link of the false chain 
that had enthralled it hitherto, to return to the letter 
and spirit of those genuine Canons, stamped with the 
assent of the whole Church, and never repealed.” 8 

What is thought of the Papal supremacy by the 
Greek Church may be gathered from the official report 
of what transpired on the Pope’s plenipotentiary pre- 
senting to the Patriarch-elect of Alexandria the invi- 
tation to the (Ecumenical Council, supplied by an 
Athenian paper of the day, and as given by a con- 
temporary ; * which shows that the Anglican Church is 
not alone in disallowing the domination of his Holiness 
the Pope over the Universal Church. And as if not 
content with this, the Papal Hierarchy, from what one 
hears, are shortly to invest their chief with the attri- 
bute of personal infallibility. But surely no ex 'post 
facto law, canon, or decree can make that true, which 
has proved itself over and over again to be false : viz., 
the inerrancy even of a Pope. Honorius erred on the 
Monothelite question, and not only erred, but was con- 
demned for heresy by a General Council, even after 

■ Letter of Edmund S. Ffoulkes to Archbishop Manning. 1868. 
Pp. 39, 59. 

t Note J. The Church News, May 19, 1869. 
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death; the then Pope, Leo II., joining in the sentenced 
Liberius also certainly erred, when, to, recover his chair 
he renounced the Church's Creed, and subscribed that 
of the Arians. Vigilius, too, was not only accused 
of Simony in having purchased his election ; but was 
also convicted of having conspired with others, in favour 
of the Monophysites, to subvert the decrees of the 
Council of Chalcedon. And it is anything but certain 
that Pius IX. was infallible, when he decreed the dogma 
of the Immaculate Conception. 

It is affirmed by the Eoman Canon Law that it belongs 
to the Pope alone to convene a General Council, and to 
preside at it either in person or by some one authorised 
by him. This was not always so : but let that pass 
There is however in the said Canon Law this singular 
exception, or disqualification for the discharge of the 
functions above mentioned : viz., “ If the Pope be a 
notorious heretic :” — “si notorius sit hcereticus .” So 
that a Pope may be a heretic — a notorious one too, — 
and yet be Pope : only he must not, as such, convoke 
or preside over a General Council. To an ordinary 
understanding the admission, the bare supposition of a 
Pope being a “ notorious heretic,” strikes at the very 
root of this pretended infallibility. And would any 
legislators, in their senses, provide with such solemnity 
against a contingency which could by no possibility 
ever happen ? For, as “ where there is no law there can 
be no transgression ; ” so, where there can be no trans- 
gression what need is there of a law ? All this is only 
confirmed by an authority as intelligent as any one in 

u Concil. Constant a.d. 680 . 

E 
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the present day, who has left it on record that “ there 
is no more reason to expect that a Roman Pontiff Bhould 
be free from error than there is to expect that he should 
be free from sin, ignorance, negligence, or cupidity.”* 
If so, there is very little “ reason ” indeed “ to expect 
that a Roman Pontiff should be free from error.” 

But a distinction is attempted to be made between 
the person of the Pope when giving utterances ex 
cathedra , and when not so. What, then, becomes of his 
individuality, or personality ? Is he really two different 
persons, — one when deciding in cathedra, another when 
deciding ex , — out of or apart from, his cathedra? If so, 
it would appear that the infallibility is inherent in the 
cathedra, or chair ; not in the Pope who occupies it. 
But this is a distinction too subtle or Roman fo t ordinary 
minds to grapple with. 

This notice of the predicted infallibility may be 
considered a digression. To return, then, to the subject 
in hand. It is in vain for the Church of Rome to 
attempt to establish her supremacy by appropriating to 
herself, exclusively, those divine sayings and commands 
of our Lord to S. Peter: “I will give unto thee the 
keys of the kingdom of heaven, and whatsoever thou 
shalt bind on earth shall be bound in heaven,” etc. 
— “Feed my lambs, feed my sheep” w For we know 
that whatever powers were implied in such expressions, 
or conferred upon S. Peter, the same powers were also 
implied and conferred upon the rest of the Apostles. 
We have our Lord’s own word for this : “ Peace be unto 

v Bossuet Def. DecL CL Gall. Lib. X. 

w S. Matt. xvi. 19. S. John xxi. 15, 16. 
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you : as my Father hath sent Me, even so send I you. 
And when He had said this, He breathed on them, and 
saith unto them, Receive ye the Holy Ghost: whose 
soever sins ye remit, they are remitted unto them : and 
whose soever sins ye retain, they are retained.” x “Jesus 
came and spake unto them, saying, All power is given 
unto Me in heaven and in earth. Go ye, therefore, and 
teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost : teach- 
ing them to observe all things whatsoever I have com- 
manded you : and, lo, I am with you alway, even unto 
the end of the world.” y All these promises and powers 
the Church of Rome applies exclusively to S. Peter, and 
indirectly to herself ; thus practically ignoring the rest 
of the Apostles, as if they had never existed, — or existed 
at most as a subordinate, not a co-ordinate power in 
the Church. But we are sure that neither S. Peter nor 
the other Apostles understood or received these promises 
and commands in any such exclusive sense as they have 
been made to bear, as coming from the hands of Roman 
interpreters ; nor were they so received by the “Fathers” 
of the Church. 

Then, again : “ Thou art Peter, and upon this rock I 
will build my Church.” 

This, according to the said interpreters, must needs 
mean S. Peter himself ; and his Holiness, in the apostolic 
letter, says: “No one can deny or doubt that Jesus 
Christ Himself built His Church upon Peter.” But if 
(with all deference) we should understand the expression 
of our Lord so as to make S. Peter the rock, or the 

x S. John xx. 21, 22, 23. r S. Matt, xxviii. 18, 19. 20. 
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foundation on which the Church was built, then inas- 
much as S. Peter was likewise a “ builder,” we should 
not only make him build the Church upon himself and 
so fall into the very error of the Corinthians (that of 
Petrism and Paulism , which the Apostle so severely 
censured), but we should place ourselves in direct anta- 
gonism with the teaching of S. Paul, who says, “ Other 
foundation can no man lay than that is laid, which is 
Christ Jesus.” S. Peter was, no doubt, a foundation, in 
the same sense in which S. Paul, writing to the Ephe- 
sians, uses the expression, “ Ye are built upon the foun- 
dation of the Apostles and Prophets ,* and in which S. 
John, in the Book of Bevelation, employs the same ex- 
pression, when he says, “ The wall of the city (the new 
Jerusalem) had twelve foundations , and in them the 
names of the twelve Apostles of the Lamb.”* But in 
neither case is any. distinction whatever made, as of one 
Apostle above or before another. They were all master- 
builders upon that one Foundation, that one Bock or 
Petra , “ Christ, the Son of the living God.” 

Such was S. Augustine’s view of this vexed question. 
“ The rock,” he says, “was not so named from Peter, but 
Peter was so called from the rock; as Christ is not 
named from Christian, but Christian from Christ. Be- 
cause Peter had said, ‘ Thou art the Christ, the Son of 
the living God,’ therefore the Lord says, ‘Upon this 
Bock, which thou hast confessed , I will build my Church.’ 
For Christ was the Bock, upon which foundation Peter 
himself was likewise built.” b 

2 Eph. ii. 20. a Rev. xxi. 14. 

b S. Aug., Tom iii., p. 599. 



Digitized by CjOOQle 




PAPAL SUPBEMACY. 



53 



To the same effect, S. Jerome: “Upon this Bock the 
Lord founded the Church ; from this Eock the Apostle 
Peter derived his name. The foundation which the 
Apostle, as a builder, laid, is the one Jesus Christ our 
Lord. Upon this foundation the Church of Christ is 
built” c 

So says S. Jerome, and many of the Fathers agree 
that the Church was built upon the faith which S. Peter 
professed. Thus S. Chrysostom upon the text : “ I 
say unto thee that thou art Peter, and upon this rock I 
will build my Church, adds, that is, — upon the faith of 
his confession .” d 

No inference, therefore, can be drawn in favour of 
Papal supremacy from its being alleged that the Church 
was built upon S. Peter, in any other sense than that in 
which it was built upon the rest of the Apostles : that 
is, upon the faith which they taught, alike for doctrine 
and for order. 

S. Jerome, it is true, uses language to Pope Damasus, 
upon which Eoman authorities lay the utmost stress. 
But he says not a word that can be construed as indi- 
cating that Damasus was invested with any right, 
Divine or human, to “supremacy over the Universal 
Church.” He complains of the false doctrine, heresies, 
and schisms which afflicted and rent the Syrian Church 
of Antioch ; and not without reason ; for at the period 
in which he wrote there were, at least, not fewer than 
three rival Bishops there. Those he mentions were 
Vitalis, Meletius, and Paulinus ; and of whom he says, 

c S. Hier., Com. in Matt. 
d S. Chry., Horn, lv., in xvi Cap. S. Matt. 
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“ Vitalis I know not ; Meletius I utterly reject ; I ignore 
Paulinus.” “ I speak with the successor of the fisher- 
man, and a disciple of the cross. Following no chief 
but Christ I am united in communion to your blessed, 
ness, that is, to the chair of Peter. I know that the 
Church is built upon that rock.” ® 

Now, Jerome surely cannot be understood to have 
meant that he was “ in communion with the chair of 
Peter,” in a literal sense; or that the “chair” was 
the rock on which the Church was built. The expres- 
sion the “chair of Peter,” is here evidently used as 
indicating the doctrine or the faith which Peter taught ; 
in contradistinction to that of those heretical Bishops of 
Antioch, with whom he could not communicate; and 
that, as we have seen, was, that Jesus is the Christ, the 
Son of the living God. Upon this rock, “from which 
Peter derived his name,” S. Jerome tells us, “the Lord 
founded His Church,” and that “ the foundation which 
the Apostle, as an architect laid, is the one Lord Jesus 
Christ.” “Upon this foundation,” he repeats, “the 
Church of Christ is built.” 

This is what no Christian can deny or dispute. But 
it makes nothing whatever for the Papal supremacy. 
And that S. Jerome entertained no such idea we might 
conclude from the remarks, almost amounting to censure, 
which he, at the same time addresses to Damasus : “ Let 
envy depart — let the ambition of the Boman Chief be 
banished.” What his sentiments regarding the Boman 
Pontiff and his Church really were, he expresses fully 
to Evagrius: “The Church of Borne,” he writes, “is 

0 Epia. S. Hier. Dam. Tom ii, p. 90—91. 
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got tq be thought one thing, that of the whole world 
another. Both Gaul, and Britain, and Africa, and 
Persia, and the East, and India, and all foreign nation^ 
adore one Christ, observe one rule of truth. If authority 
is sought, the world is greater than a city. Wherever 
there is a Bishop, whether at Borne, or Eugubium, or 
Constantinople, or Bhegium, or Alexandria, or Tanis; 
he is of the same merit, of the same priesthood. The 
power of riches, and the lowliness of poverty make not 
a Bishop greater or less. But they are all successors of 
the Apostles .” f There is no such distinction as that of 
Boman supremacy here. S. Jerome, on the contrary, 
represents all Bishops, per se, as of co-ordinate rank and 
authority, which he would not have done had it been 
a received dogma in his day that the Pope of Borne 
was, “by Divine appointment, supreme head over the 
Universal Church.” He more than hints at something 
very different from a Divine right in behalf of Damasus, 
when he hesitates not to counsel him thus : “ Let envy 
depart. — Let the ambition of the Boman Pontiff be 
banished.” 

Notwithstanding, however, what Jerome says about 
the episcopate, it is not the less true, that the Bishop 
of Borne had jurisdiction over other Bishops, but only 
such jurisdiction as appertained, or was accorded to 
other Metropolitan Sees, and which was confirmed to 
them by successive Councils, as we have seen. This 
was a principle well understood, and was applied not 
only to the Bishop of Borne, but to the Bishops of 
the chief cities of the provinces: a principle deemed 

f Hier. ad Evag., Tom xi. ,p. 221. 
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so expedient and proper, that the Council of Antioch, 
in 341, also ruled, that the supreme ecclesiastical 
adminstration of the province should attach to the civil 
metropolis. * It was chiefly owing to this circumstance, 
not to any “ Divine right,” or claim, that deference and 
honour were paid to the Bishops of Rome. Such was 
the reason assigned by the Council of Chalcedon : “ The 
elder Rome obtained privileges from its being the im- 
perial city. h “ On account of its greatness Rome ought 
to precede Carthage,” says S. Cyprian. 1 S. Chiysostom 
says : “ Peter, the fisherman, because he occupied the 
most royal city, even after death shines more brightly 
than the sun.” * This savours a little of eastern hyperbole, 
but it shows, according to its author, that it was the city 
that rendered S. Peter so illustrious after death. For 
clearly the Church of Rome, in S. Peter’s day, could by 
no propriety of language be called the most “ royal” 
Church, since paganism was the only favoured religion 
of this “ most royal city.” But why this, — “ after 
death,” if not also in life ? 

S. Peter was certainly distinguished by many high 
personal qualities, no less than by many signal gifts ; 
but by none greater than was S. Paul, who was “ not a 
whit behind the very chiefest of the Apostles ; ” and 
this is not what he alone says of himself, but it is borne 
out by the testimony of S. Leo, who speaks thus of these 
two Apostles : “ The grace of God raised them to such 
a height among all the members of the Church, that 
Christ set them in the body, of which He is the Head , 

g Note K. h Con. Chal., Can. xxviii. 

1 Ep. xlviii. J S. Chry., in Ps. xlviii. 
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like twin-lights of the eyes ; of whose merits and virtues 
we ought to think that there was no difference,— nothing 
that distinguished them from each other, since they were 
alike Divinely-called; their labours were similar, and 
their end made them equal.” k 

All superiority of the one Apostle over the other is 
here absolutely disclaimed. How then can it be said, 
as is pretended in this our day, that “ S. Peter was the 
shepherd, and the rest of the Apostles his sheep ” ? And 
what becomes of this Papal supremacy as derived from 
S. Peter ? When S. Leo, therefore, advanced such ex- 
travagant claims as he did by his legates at the Council of 
Chalcedon, he is convicted out of his own mouth, either 
of having a very bad memory, or else of allowing him- 
self to be sadly imposed upon by his two unscrupulous 
legates, which is not very likely to have been the case. 
But, in truth, the very edict which Leo obtained from 
the Emperor Valentinian III., and which was most 
probably drawn up by himself, constituting the Bishop 
of Borne “ sole ruler of the Universal Church,” is one of 
the severest blows which the Papal supremacy ever 
received, since it is a virtual abnegation of the jus dim- 
num, and reduces the claim to the category of things 
that are of the earth earthy, and that be but of men. 

We have seen, however, that S. Gregory, for reasons 
best known to himself, ignores this proud pre-eminence, 
and gives Leo the credit of having had the modesty, or 
sufficient respect to the “ laws of the Gospel and the 
decrees of our Canons, as never to have accepted it/ 

k Of this law Tillemont remarks that, “if we may. examine the 
matter by the lights of history, Leo’s pretensions wiU be found quite 
unfounded.” — Till. xv. 73. 
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To make security, however, doubly sure, and in order to 
defeat the pretensions of ‘‘New Koine,” Boniface III., 
who had been Gregory’s legate at Constantinople, ob- 
tained from the miscreant Phocas who slew his master 
Maurice, and ascended the Imperial throne, the title of 
“ Universal Bishop,” which Cyriacus, John’s immediate 
successor, had likewise adopted ; and this new concession 
was, in due time, improved to the utmost. For when 
the Western Empire was beset by the Lombards, and 
the Eastern by the Saracens, Gregory VII., taking 
advantage of the times, about the year 1075 issued his 
“ statutes ; ” and these very statutes plainly show that 
every one of the encroachments then perpetrated had 
been denied and contested. Among these are the 
following : — 

“ That the Bishop of Rome only can be truly styled 
Universal Bishop. 

“That his legate, though of an inferior degree, is 
above all Bishops in Council, and may pronounce 
sentence of deposition against them. 

“That when they are excommunicated by him, we 
may not so much as abide in the same house with them. 

“ That it is lawful only for the Bishop of Rome to use 
the Imperial ornaments. 

“ That all princes shall kiss none but the Pope’s feet. 

“ That it is in his power to depose Emperors. 

“ That no Council ought to be called General, without 
his command. 

“ That no chapter or book shall be accounted Canoni- 
cal without his command. 

“That no man may reverse sentence passed by him ; 
and he only may reverse all others. 
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“ That he ought not to be judged by any. 

“That none presume to judge any person that appeals 
to the Apostolic See. 

“ That the Church of Rome never erred, nor, as the 
Scripture testifies, shall ever err. 

“That no man shall be accounted Catholic that agrees 
not with the Church of Rome. 

“That it is in his power to absolve the subjects of 
unjust Governors from their fealty and allegiance.” 1 

Have these “statutes” of Gregory VII. ever been 
repealed ? No : nor ever can be, unless the Church of 
Rome were to renounce her claim to infallibility. Dr. 
Cumming might possibly have had a word to say against 
the power of a Pope to depose Sovereigns and absolve 
their subjects from their allegiance ; a power which was 
assumed and exercised by Pius V. towards Queen Eliza- 
beth and her lieges. Or he might perhaps have argued 
that, if a Pope “may be judged by no man,” a Pope 
must be greater than Jesus Christ Himself, who sub- 
mitted to be judged by a heathen Governor; but his 
mouth would be utterly shut, if he had been allowed 
to open it, by the infallible assurance that what had 
once been decreed by the Pope of Rome “ was placed 
beyond the hazard of disputation .” m The italics are those 
imputed to His Holiness. 

On reflecting upon what has now been advanced on 
the two principal topics proposed for consideration, and 
upon the ways and means too frequently employed to 

1 Cave’s Prim. Christ, and Gov. of An. Ch. Pp. 462-3. 

m The Pope to Archbishop Manning, in reply to Dr. Camming, 
September^ 1869. 
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give them currency as Gospel verities, such, inter alia 
as the Decretal Epistles, of which Labbe, the learned 
Romanist, says that, “ they are so deformed as to be 
disguised by -no art or paint, white or red,” n the most 
unbounded charity can scarcely fail to admit that, in 
many of its distinctive doctrines, a delusion has befallen 
the actual Church of Rome to believe, unconsciously no 
doubt, that which, to use the mildest term, is the reverse 
of truth. What can be a stronger proof of want of a 
rightful claim than a forged title ? In any secular 
matter such an act would at once put a suitor out of 
court, to say nothing of the penalties of law he might 
thereby incur. 

It may not be out of place, on the present occasion, 
to offer one or two observations upon other portions of 
the Apostolic Letter, which from their openly hostile 
and damaging character, seem not only to invite, but to 
challenge notice. 

After animadverting, then, upon “ the changeableness 
of doctrine among Protestants,” his Holiness proceeds 
to lecture them on its fixity, as professed at least in 
his own communion. Towards the middle of his letter 
he lays it down as a maxim, that stability of “ doctrinal 
truth ” is a mark of the true Church ; or, in other words, 
that the true Church is that in which the truth is 
always stable, and never liable to any change. “In 
qua veritas est semper stabilis, nullique unquam immu- 
tationi obnoxia” Whereas, of “ all Protestants and other 
non-Catholic societies” it is affirmed that “they have 
continually varied in their doctrines,” and that this 

n Mansi Con. Tom i., p. 86. 
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change and instability never cease. “ In mis doctrinis 
continent er varidrunt , et hcec mobilitas ac instabilitas 
apud easdem societates nunquam cessat.” We have here, 
on the one hand, his Holiness’s idea of this mark of the 
true Church, — the fixity and unchangeableness of its 
doctrines ; and, per contra , his opinion, in this respect, 
of all “ Protestant and other non-Catholic bodies.” 

Thus, then, “ stabilitas in veritate ” is preached to us 
from Rome ; but when was it practised there ? It might 
be affirmed, without fear of contradiction, that there never 
was a “ religious society ” on earth that has been more 
given to change ; or, as the word “ obnoxia,” which is 
employed, might be rendered, more guilty of change 
than the Church of Rome itself. In this respect the 
Apostolic Letter is a manifesto, not of what the Church 
of Eome is, but of what it ought to be, as a witness and 
a keeper of the truth, and which it was in its pristine 
purity. Since then scarcely a generation has passed 
without some new dogma being added to its credenda ; 
and this not by way of explaining or guarding some 
received Catholic truth, but as sheer novelties, utterly 
unknown in the Apostles’ days, — so much so that S. 
Peter and S. Paul, if upon earth, could scarcely recog- 
nize it as the Church which they , founded, and as the 
exponent of the doctrines which they taught. A list of 
some of these novel dogmas will be given elsewhere. 
In the meantime it may be asked, for example, How 
could S. Paul testify with such solemn emphasis to the 
rulers of the Church whom he summoned from Ephesus, 
“ Wherefore I take you to record this day, that I am 
pure from the blood of all men ; for I have not shunned 
to declare unto you all the counsel of God,” when he 
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had not declared to them one word about the supremacy 
of S. Peter ; and that if they were not in due connection 
with, and in subordination to, the Church of Rome, they 
could not, according to his Holiness, “ be sure of their 
salvation”? This is a grave reflection upon S. Paul 
and upon S. Peter also, who left not a trace of any such 
doctrine. 

But to proceed. We are moreover informed, in the 
Apostolic Letter, that “Protestants are sitting in the 
darkness of pestilential errors ; ” 0 that although they 
acknowledge the same Christ Jesus, as if He were a 
Redeemer, and boast of the Christian name, yet they do 
not profess the true faith of Christ. “ Qui etiamsi eun- 
dem Christum Jesum veluti Redemptorem agnoscant, et 
in Christiano nomine glorientur, tamen veram Christi 
fidem haud profitentur.” These are serious charges, if 
true, and such as might well excite the commiseration 
of “the head of the Universal Church.” Now, the 
Anglican branch of the Church Catholic certainly holds 
the three Catholic creeds, whole and entire, without 
addition or diminution. Can his Holiness say as much 
for the Church over which he presides ? But the 
Anglican Church does not profess the Creed of Pius IV., 
imposed by the Council of Trent, because she does not 
believe this new Creed to be of “ the faith once for all 
delivered to the saints,” and therefore as being either 
Catholic or Apostolic. Neither does she profess to 
believe that the Church of Rome is all Christendom, 
any more than she believes that a part is equal to the 
whole, or that Rome is orbis terrarum. She rather 

0 “Peetiferorum errorum.” 
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holds, with S. Jerome, that “ the world is larger than a 
city.” His Holiness is said to be a very good man, and no 
doubt justly so ; and in many respects he is perhaps more 
sinned against than sinning. He must probably be 
guided in most of his public acts by bis “ constitutional 
advisers ” But although he may not be responsible for 
all that is contained in his letter, lie must be very blind, 
and anything but infallible, if he lay all the ills and 
“social schisms” which afflict society at the door of 
“Protestants.” It is the property of certain visions 
to discern objects at a distance, and not to perceive 
those which lie, as it were, before our very eyes. If 
Protestants and non-Catholics, whoever they may be, 
are responsible for the social disorders which disturb 
the peace of society, pray who or what is responsible for 
those politico-religious convulsions which were not long 
ago rampant in Italy, and more recently still in Spain ? 
These outbursts— call them of popular frenzy, or by any 
other hard name we please — are shown, not only in 
histoiy, but in living experience, to be peculiar to no 
creed; and therefore the only practical lesson to be 
derived from them is, that the Creed of his Holiness is 
no security against their occurrence. On the contrary, it 
is within the memory, not only of “ the oldest inhabitant,” 
but of his Holiness himself, that Boman Catholic coun- 
tries are those in which such things most frequently 
appear ; and that when these “ social schisms,” as he calls 
them, are attempted in other countries, he might, with 
some degree of truth, in the name of his co-religionists, 
say of them, “ Quorum pars magna fui .” p 

P Nor is this to be wondered at, if what Father Hyacinthe affirms 
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But to return to the Apostolic Letter. The Anglican 
Church is virtually reproached with being an innovation, 
and “ Protestants ” a sort of ecclesiastical parvenus, com- 
paratively but of yesterday ; whilst the “ veritas ” of 
Rome already mentioned, being unchangeable as the 
laws of the Medes and Persians, dates “from Christ and 
His Apostles.” Well, there is not much in being called 
“ Protestant/’ “ innovator,” and the like. But there is 
something in calling oneself Catholic, and proving one- 
self non- Catholic; and in claiming to be exclusively 
primitive, and showing oneself the reverse. It is an old 
device to ask, “ Where was the religion of the Anglican 
Church before Martin Luther ? ” as if the question were 
unanswerable, and as if it were not where it has ever 
been since, but — where so many of the modern dogmas 
of the Church of Rome are not, — in the Bible, or perhaps, 
more correctly speaking, in the records of the holy Gos- 
pels and in the letters of the Apostles, as both were 
held and taught in the purest age of the Church. His 
Holiness and his advisers may say what they please to 
the contrary, but the Anglican Church is primitive, as 
possessing both Apostolic truth and Apostolic order ; and 
in it “their forefathers originally found the salutaria 
vitce pascua ” ages before it ever became distinctively 
Roman, and before Austin was born, as is proved by the 
fact of the British Church having been represented at 
the Council of Arles in 314, and from what S. Jerome 
affirms of the Bishops of “ Britain ” — quoad Bishops — 
being equal to the Bishop of Rome. 

be true, that “ false Catholicism has been the main cause of the 
social, moral, and religious anarchy into which both France and the 
Latin races are plunged.” 
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Bat if the Church of Rome is, and ever has been, 
unchangeable as to the “ truth,” which she says she has 
preserved “ inviolate,” how does it happen that she has 
been continually multiplying or adding to her creed : 
for scarcely an age has passed since she might be called 
primitive that she has not discovered and introduced 
some new dogma into the formulae of her belief ? Are 
we then to date her birth, as one and the same Church, 
from the first, or from the last phase of her creeds ? If 
from the last, she cannot be said to have existed as a 
whole before the Canonical date of the “ Immaculate 
Conception,” which, in comparison, is really but of yes- 
terday. Or if we are to reckon her partial birth from 
the Council of Trent, when, in 1564, she published not 
fewer than twelve new articles, — and to show that they 
were articles de fide , she defended and consecrated them 
with as many anathemas, as being of the faith, outside 
of which no one can be saved, “ Extra quam nemo salvus 
esse potest ; ” q it is evident that, instead of never hav- 
ing changed, she is, so far as the oneness of her faith 
is concerned, not so ancient as “ Protestantism ” itself. 
How then can his Holiness expect anyone to believe 
either in the unchangeableness or the infallibility of his 
Church, when she herself tells us that she found out 
that to be necessary to salvation in the sixteenth and 
nineteenth century which she did not know, or did not 
think to be so, in the first, second, or third century? 
The appended list contains some of those modern dog- 
mas and practices imposed by the Church of Rome, 
together with the date3 of their adoption, so far as 

q Bulla Pii IV. Forma Juramenti. 

F 
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the writer has been able to ascertain/ But they were 
never so imposed or required to be believed in the 
primitive Church, even of Home herself. And did these 
newfangled dogmas concern only rites and ceremonies, 
or questions of discipline, or were they even “fond 
things,” they would not lie beyond the province of a 
National Church to adopt, provided they were not con- 
trary to Holy Scripture. But some of these novelties 
are a direct violation, not only of the spirit, but of the 
very letter of some of the most solemn and sacred 
injunctions to be met with in Holy Writ ; particularly 
of that memorable one of our Lord, uttered in the night 
before He suffered, — “Drink ye all of tins.” It is in 
vain that the Church of Borne attempts to evade this 
command by subtleties, whether physical or metaphy- 
sical, or by saying that the command, “Do this,” was 
addressed to none but the Apostles. As well might she 
say, that none but the Apostles were to be Christians. 
The necessity for having recourse to any such expedient 
only shows more clearly that, in withholding the “ Cup 
of Blessing ” from the laity, and giving them a maimed 
sacrament, the Church of Borne has done that which is 
wrong. And as little defensible is the cultus of the 
Blessed Virgin, not improperly called “ Mariolatry 8 
The writer is aware that it is said in defence of such 
additions and mutilations, that they are justified on the 
“ development theory.” But, according to that theory, 
there can be no fixity of belief, but all creeds must be 
as shifting as if written on the sand ; which is very like 
what the Apostle calls being “ carried about with every 

r Note M. • Note N. 
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wind of doctrine : * t “ ever learning, but never coming 
to the knowledge of the truth/’ u 

The following is a curious and instructive specimen 
of the use that may be made, and confessedly is made, 
of this development system. It is this : “ Mind,” says 
an accredited organ of the Koman Church ; v “Mind 
I do not pretend that we Catholics go to the Scripture 
or the Fathers without a preconceived theory. This is 
precisely what the living and visible Church, which 
claims to be infallible, professes to furnish us with. 
She then draws forth from the Scripture and from the 
Fathers positive testimony that what she teaches us 
now, was taught by the Apostles and their disciples, — 
the faith once delivered to the saints.” This is as 
novel a way of teaching the truth (the “ veritas semper 
stabilis ” of his Holiness) as can well be imagined, and 
is certainly as ingenuous a confession as the discovery is 
ingenious. We are not, then, to elaborate our theory 
from Scripture and the Fathers, for this would not be 
“preconceived.” But we are to build up our theory 
first, and then cite the Scripture and the Fathers to 
testify that the Church teaches us now what the Apostles 
and their disciples taught, — “the faith once delivered 
to the saints.” This manipulation of Scripture and 
the Fathers is very Procrustean. It is like making our 
“preconceived theory” the bed, and then chopping off 
or adding a bit of Scripture here, or a bit of the Fathers 
there, till we get them to their dimensions, to fit in to 
our theory: thus giving the finishing touch to that 

* Eph. iv. 14. u 2 Tim. iii. 7. 

T Catholic Opinion : the Echo of the Catholic World. Nov. 28, 1868. 
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“ which is precisely what the living and visible Church 
which claims to be infallible, professes to furnish us 
with!” This is “free-handling” with a vengeance. 
The less, therefore, of this development theory, con- 
ducted on such principles, the better : for it makes both 
Scripture and the Fathers say anything we like. 

De Maistre, whilst invoking this “ development 
theory” to his aid, in behalf of the Papal supremacy, 
admits that, “ The Monarchical supremacy of the Eoman 
Pontiff was not in its origin , doubtless, what it was some 
centuries afterwards ; but it is precisely thus,” says he, 
“ that it shows itself Divine .” w Rather, is it not 
thus, that it shows itself human 1 And what is this 
development , but practically one of those things to be 
found in the catalogue of the “Syllabus,” and there 
condemned? For in Sec. I., Art. 5, we find it imputed 
and condemned, as among “ the errors of our time,” that 
“The Divine Revelation is imperfect, and therefore 
subject to a continual and indefinite progress, corre- 
sponding to the progress of human reason.” 

Among the many eloquent passages to be met with 
in the Pastoral Letter of the Bishop of Orleans is the 
following (p. 44), which received the imprimatur of his 
Holiness by a Brief, expressive of his “gratitude” to the 
author. “ Even in dogma,” says the Bishop, M the Chris- 
tian mind has a magnificent work to accomplish, and 
one which will continue without ceasing, because our 
dogmas have a depth infinite as God Himself; and 
Christian reason will always be able to draw them up 
from it without ever exhausting them.” Yet his Holi- 

w Palmer VoL ii., Append., p. 443. 
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ness, as we have seen, pronounces it “ an error of our 
time ” to hold that the Divine Revelation is subject to 
a continual and indefinite progress, corresponding to the 
progress of human reason. But to speak of dogmas 
being drawn up from their infinite depths without 
ceasing, as a magnificent work to be accomplished by 
Christian reason, is as like attributing to Divine Revela- 
tion a continual and indefinite progress, as anything can 
well be called continually and indefinitely progressive. 
Does his Holiness, then, both condemn and approve, as 
error and as truth, the same sentiments, — for they are 
the same, unless it is maintained that reason ceases to 
be human when it is Christian ; or when it is Christian 
it is no longer human ? 

The views of Cardinal Cusanus as illustrative of this 
development theory, and as expressed in the middle 
of the fifteenth century, may be worthy of note here ; 
only they go to cut up by the root what his Holiness has 
laid down, in his Apostolical Letter, as a mark of the 
true Church, — the “ Veritas semper stabilis, nullique 
unquam immutationi obnoxia.” In order to reconcile 
the Bohemians to one of these “ inexhaustible dogmas” — 
that of receiving the Holy Eucharist, in one kind , the 
Cardinal writes to them thus : “ Let not this disturb 
you, that the Scriptures have been accommodated to the 
times , and variously understood, so as to be explained 
at one period according to the rite then universally 
current, and again their meaning changed when the 
mode of administration was altered. 1 Nor is it surpri- 
sing,” he continues, “if the practice of the Church 

z Epis. ad Bohem, tom. ii., p. 835. 
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interprets Scripture at one time in one manner , and at 
another time in another manner . For the understanding 
of Scripture goes along with the practice of the Church, 
for the Scriptures follow the Church.” If then the 
Roman Church, by its development theory, “ interprets 
Scripture at one time in one manner, and at another 
time in another,” how is this Church the infallible inter- 
preter of Scripture : for “ one manner and another 
manner ” are not the same manner ? And how is this 
Church the “ground and pillar of truth:” for truth 
must be one, and, according to his Holiness, is “ never 
subject to change ” ? According to the Cardinal it is the 
“ times' ' not the Scriptures, that are to guide the Church 
to the truth. By such conflicting principles and dubious 
courses as are here professed and practised, the Church 
of Rome has long ceased to be what she was in her 
“first faith.” She has departed from herself, and by 
having forfeited her claim to teach after the manner of 
“ the Apostles and their disciples,” she has also so far 
relinquished her title to the distinguishing appellation 
of Catholic, if not of Apostolic. And it is far from 
uncertain whether she has not earned for herself the 
very epithet which she so liberally bestows upon all 
who presume to differ from her, — that of Heretical. A 
privilege which was conceded to her from her command- 
ing temporal position, combined with the tradition that 
she was the occupant of an Apostolic See, she has, by 
invoking the name of S. Peter, converted into a “ Divine 
right ; ” and thus forged her chains for the subjugation 
of the entire Christian world; and this not only in 
things spiritual, but things temporal likewise. The 
Divine Founder of our religion declared that His 
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"kingdom was not of this world.” This was the re- 
ceived maxim of the “ olde Church;” not so of the 
Church of Rome. "The Roman Pontiff,” says Pope 
Innocent III, “ wears a crown as Sovereign, a mitre as 
Pontiff. The Church gave the crown in token of 
temporal dominion , the mitre in token of spiritual 
power. By the priestly mitre and royal crown she made 
me His Vicar , who bears written on His garment and 
on His thigh, King of kings, and Lord of lords.” 7 No 
comment is required in order to show which is the 
“ olde Church,” and “ which doctrine the older,” on this 
fundamental point also. Yet, whoever pays not homage 
to this “ Vicar of the King of kings and Lord of lords,” 
is an enemy to Christ and His Church ! 

It may be said that this occurred long ago, in the 
dark ages, but that such ideas can only be looked upon as 
among things that were. And certainly those who are old 
enough may remember that much was both spoken and 
written in asserting that the spirit of Roman Catholicism 
was toned down to something like Christian tolerance. 
This was at a period, not very remote either, when, for 
certain reasons, engagements were entered into on the 
part of the Roman Hierarchy, to do nothing to the 
prejudice of the then United English and Irish Eccle- 
siastical Establishments. That period must be within 
the recollection of his present Holiness. But what does 
he now say, in his famous "Encyclicals,” even about 
toleration? Why, in effect, that to hold that civil 
government is not compelled to inflict the penalties of 
law upon violators of the Catholic (Roman) religion, 

7 Catholic Opinion, July 17, 1869. Reprint from L'Unmrs, 
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unless required by considerations of public peace, is 
an idea of social government absolutely false. 

To assert that the judgments and decrees of the 
Holy See do not claim acquiesence and obedience, under 
pain of sin and loss of Catholic profession, unless they 
treat of the dogmas of faith and manners, is audacity, 
and an insult to sound doctrines. 

That liberty of conscience and of worship is the 
liberty of perdition. 

Among the vocables issuing from the Vatican, as 
applied to the “ errors of our time,” the following are not 
the most choice of their kind : “ horrible plagues,” 
“notorious impudence,” “detestable opinions,” “wicked 
lies,” “the spirit of Satan.” No: the Eoman Church 
is not changed. All that is wanting is, not the 
will, but the power : and possessed of that she would, 
at the present day, be as persecuting as she is in- 
tolerant. She has not abated one jot of her lofty 
pretensions ; nor is she likely to do so, when to her 
alleged supremacy is once annexed the dogma of her 
infallibility. This is no ory of the “Church in danger.” 
The Anglican Church has held her own against all 
comers, and will continue to do so as long as she holds 
to the “olde Church,” and her doctrines of primitive 
truth and Apostolic order. But let her accommodate 
neither the “ Scriptures nor the Church to the times,” 
which we have seen held out as a salvo for robbing the 
Bohemians of one of their highest Christian privileges. 
And above all, whilst she “ renders unto Caesar the things 
that are Caesar’s,” may it never be laid to her charge, 
that she has betrayed the faith, by not rendering unto 
God the things that are God’s. 
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In conclusion, it is to be borne in mind that it is 
not against Roman Catholics, but against the arrogant 
and erroneous assumptions which lie at the very root of 
their ecclesiastical polity, that the preceding observa- 
tions are directed. If the Church of Rome could only 
see it to be her duty, at the present Council, to 
abandon these unfounded pretensions, and to return to 
her former self — “ the olde Church,” before her Roman- 
ism had supplanted her Catholicism, — one important 
step would be made towards the realising of that union, 
unity, and fraternity of which, whilst she so grievously 
offends against each and all of them, with characteristic 
inconsistency she professes to be the exclusive guardian. 

Until this is done the sin , as she calls it, of separating 
from her, rests at her own door. And unless it is done, it 
might be affirmed in all sincerity and truth, that to 
remain separate from her is not only the duty, but the 
wisdom of all who, if S. Jerome’s estimate of her be 
correct, would not be “ partakers of her sins, nor receive 
of her plagues.” A few excellent but misguided persons 
have, from time to time, forsaken the altars of their 
fathers, it is to be feared seeking liberty and rest where 
they are not. For if they are not to be found in those 
Scriptures wherein S. Peter says, “ God hath given us all 
things that pertain to life and godliness ; ” 2 if they are 
not to be realised in that Church of their Baptism, in 
the which “the pure Word of God is preached, and the 
Sacraments be duly administered according to Christ’s 
ordinance,” a it is in vain to seek them elsewhere. It is, 
therefore, the more devoutly to be hoped, and the more 

* 2 Peter i. 3. * Art. xix. 



Digitized by v^ooQle 




74 



PAPAL SUPREMACY. 



earnestly prayed, that all who have tasted of the good 
Word of God, and of the powers of the world to come, 
will, by the Divine help, abide in that which they have 
heard from the beginning, knowing of whom they have 
learned it ; and continue to worship, although after the 
way which Rome calls heresy, the God of their fathers : 
earnestly, but with Christian charity, contending for 
that — their dearest birth-right, — “THE FAITH ONCE 
FOR ALL DELIVERED TO THE SAINTS.” b 

b S. Jude. 3. 
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44 CONSTITUTION OF PIUS IX.” 

The preceding pages were in type when the document 
above-designated came into the hands of the writer. 
It professes to be adapted to the “ changes of time,” 
and a proof of the “ Moderation of the Holy See.” Of 
its moderation the reader may judge from its concluding 
sentence, couched in these fearful terms : “No man can 
be allowed to infringe this instrument of our constitution, 
ordinance, limitation, suppression, abrogation, will; or 
rashly dare to oppose it If anyone presume to do so, 
let him know that he will incur the indignation of 
Almighty God, and of His blessed Apostles Peter and 
Paul. 

“ Given at Eome, at S. Peter's, in the year of the 
Incarnation of our Lord 1869, October 12, XXIY. year 
of our Pontificate.” 



NOTE. 

SYLLABUS OF THE ALLEGED PRINCIPAL ERRORS 
OF OUR TIME. 

§i. 

Pantheism , Naturalism , and absolute Rationalism, 

I. There exists no supreme, all-wise, and most provi- 
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dent Divine Being distinct from this universe, and God 
is the same as the nature of things, and therefore liable 
to change ; and God is really made both in man and in 
the world; and all things are God, and have the self- 
same substance of God ; and God is one and the same 
thing with the world : and therefore spirit is the same 
thing with matter, necessity with liberty, truth with 
falsehood, good with evil, and just with unjust. 

II. All action of God on mankind and on the world 
is to be denied. 

III. Human reason, without any regard whatever 
being had to God, is the one judge of truth and false- 
hood, of good and evil : it is a law to itself, and suffices 
by its own natural strength for providing the good of 
men and peoples. 

IV. All the truths of religion flow from the natural 
force of human reason : hence reason is the chief rule 
whereby man can and should obtain the knowledge of 
all truths of every kind. 

V. Divine revelation is imperfect, and therefore 
subject to a continuous and indefinite progress, corre- 
sponding to the advance of human reason. 

VI. The faith of Christ is opposed to human reason, 
and Divine Revelation not only nothing profits, but is 
even injurious to man’s perfection. 

VII. The prophecies and miracles recorded and 
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narrated in Scripture are poetical fictions, and the 
mysteries of Christian faith a result of philosophical 
investigations ; and in the books of both Testaments 
are contained mythical inventions, and Jesus Christ 
Himself is a mythical fiction. 

§ ii. 

Moderate nationalism . 

VIII. Since human reason is on a level with religion 
itself, therefore theological studies are to be handled in 
the same manner as philosophical 

IX. All the dogmas of the Christian religion are 
without distinction the object of natural science or 
philosophy ; and human reason, with no other than an 
historical cultivation, is able from its own natural 
strength and principles to arrive at true knowledge of 
even the more abstruse dogmas, so only these dogmas 
have been proposed to the reason itself as its object. 

X. Since the philosopher is one thing, philosophy 
another, the former has the right and duty of submitting 
himself to that authority which he may have approved 
as true ; but philosophy neither can nor should submit 
itself to any authority. 

XI. The Church not only ought never to animadvert 
on philosophy, but ought to tolerate the errors of phi- 
losophy, and leave it in her hands to correct herself. 
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XII. The decrees of the Apostolic See and of Roman 
congregations interfere with the free progress of science. 

XIII. The method and principles whereby the ancient 
scholastic doctors cultivated theology, are not suited to 
the necessities of our time, and to the progress of the 
sciences. 

X3Y. Philosphy should be treated without regard 
had to supernatural revelation, 



§ in. 

IndiffererUism , L(tiitvdinarianism. 

XV. Every man is free to embrace and profess that 
religion which, led by the light of reason, he may have 
thought true. 

XVX Men may in the practice of any religion 
whatever find the path of eternal salvation, and attain 
eternal salvation. 

XVII. At least good hopes should be entertained 
concerning the salvation of all those who in no respect 
live in the true Church of Christ. 

XVIII. Protestantism is nothing else than a different 
form of the same Christian religion, in which it is per- 
mitted to please God equally as in the true Catholic 
Church. 
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§ IV. 

Socialism , Communism , Secret Societies , Societies , 

Clerical Liberal Societies. 

Pests of this kind are often reprobated, and in the 
most severe terms, in the Encyclical, — “ Qui pluribus,” 
November 9, 1846; the Allocution, — “ Quibus quan- 
tisque,” April 20, 1849; the Encyclical, — “ Noscitis et 
Nobiscum,” December 8, 1849; the Allocution, “ Sin- 
gulari quadam,” December 9, 1854; the Encyclical, 
— “ Quanto conficiamur,” August 10, 1863. 

§ V. 

Errors concerning the Church and her rights. 

XIX. The Church is not a true and a perfect society 
fully free, nor does she enjoy her own proper and per- 
manent rights given to her by her Divine Founder, but 
it is the civil power’s business to define what are the 
Church’s rights, and the limits within which she may 
be enabled to exercise them. 

XX. The Ecclesiastical power should not exercise its 
authority without permission and assent of the Civil 
Government. 

XXI. The Church has not the power of dogmatically 
defining that the religion of the Catholic Church is the 
only true religion. 



Digitized by v^ooQle 




80 



POSTSCRIPT. 



XXII. The obligation by which Catholic teachers 
and writers are absolutely bound, is confined to those 
things alone which are propounded by the Church’s 
infallible judgment, as dogmas of faith to be believed 
by all. 

XXIII. Roman Pontiffs and (Ecumenical Councils 
have exceeded the limits of their power, usurped the 
rights of princes, and erred even in defining matters 
of faith and morals. 

XXIY. The Church has no power of employing 
force, nor has she any temporal power, direct or indirect. 

XXY. Besides the inherent power of the Episcopate, 
another temporal power has been granted expressly or 
tacitly by the Civil Government, which may therefore 
be abrogated by the Civil Government at its pleasure. 

XXYI. The Church has no native and legitimate 
right of acquiring and possessing. 

XXVII. The Church’s sacred ministers and the 
Roman Pontiff should be entirely excluded from all 
charge and dominion of temporal things. 

XXVIII. Bishops ought not, without the permission 
of the Government, to publish even letters Apostolic. 

XXIX. Graces granted by the Roman Pontiff should 
be accounted as void, unless they have been sought 
through the Government. 
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XXX. The immunity of the Church and of Eccle- 
siastical persons had its origin from the civil law. 

XXXI. The Ecclesiastical forum for' the temporal 
causes of clerics, whether civil causes or criminal, 
should be altogether abolished, even without consulting, 
and against the protest of, the Apostolic See. 

XXXII. Without any violation of natural right 
and equity, that personal immimity may be abrogated 
whereby clerics are exempted from the burden of under- 
taking and performing military services ; and such 
abrogation is required by civil progress, especially in a 
society constituted on the model of a free rule. 

XXXIII. It does not appertain exclusively to Eccle- 
siastical jurisdiction, by its own proper and native right, 
to direct the teaching of theology. 

XXXIV. The doctrine of those who compare the 
Roman Pontiff to a prince, free and acting in the 
universal Church, is the doctrine which prevailed in 
the middle ages. 

XXXV. Nothing forbids that by the judgment of 
some general Council, or by the act of all peoples, the 
supreme Pontificate should be transferred from the 
Roman Bishop and City to another Bishop and another 
State. 

XXXVI. The definition of a national Council admits 

G 
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no further dispute, and the civil administration may fix 
the matter on this footing. 

XXXVII. National Churches, separated and totally 
disjoined from the Eoman Pontiffs authority, may be 
instituted. 

XXXVIII. The too arbitrary conduct of Eoman 
Pontiffs contributed to the Church's division into East 
and West. 



§ VI. 

Errors concerning Civil Society , considered both in itself 
and in its relations to the Church , . 

XXXIX. The State, as being the origin and foun- 
dation of all rights, possesses a certain right of its own, 
circumscribed by no limits. 

XL The doctrine of the Catholic Church is opposed 
to the good and benefit of human society. 

XLI. The Civil Power, even when exercised by a 
non-Catholic ruler, has an indirect negative power over 
things sacred; it has consequently not only the right 
which they call exequatur, but that right also which 
they call appel comme d'alms . 

XLII. In the case of a conflict between laws of the 
two powers, Civil Law prevails. 

XLIII. The Lay Power has the authority of rescind- 
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ing, of declaring null, and of voiding solemn conventions 
(commonly called concordats), concerning the exercise 
of rites appertaining to Ecclesiastical immunity which 
have been entered into with the Apostolic See, without 
this See's consent, and even against its protest. 

XLIY. The Civil Authority may mix itself up in 
matters which appertain to religion, morals, and spirit- 
ual rule. Hence it can exercise judgment concerning 
those instructions which the Church's pastors issue 
according to their office for the guidance of consciences : 
nay, it may even decree concerning the administration 
of the holy sacraments, and concerning the dispositions 
necessary for their reception. 

XLY. The whole governance of public schools where- 
in the youth of any Christian state is educated, Episcopal 
seminaries only being in some degree excepted, may and 
should be given to the Civil Power : and in such sense be 
given, that no right be recognized in any other authority 
of mixing itself up in the management of the schools, 
the direction of studies, the conferring of degrees, the 
choice or approbation of teachers. 

XLVI. Nay, in the very Ecclesiastical seminaries, the 
method of study to be adopted is subject to the Civil 
Authority. 

XLVII. The best constitution of Civil Society requires 
that popular schools which are open to children of 
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every class, and that public institutions generally which 
are devoted to teaching literature and science and pro- 
viding for the education of youth, be exempted from all 
authority of the Church, from all her moderating in- 
fluence and interference, and subjected to the absolute 
will of the civil and political authority (so as to be 
conducted) in accordance with the tenets of civil rulers, 
and the standard of the common opinions of the age. 

XLVIII. That method of instructing youth can be 
approved by Catholic men, which is disjoined from the 
Catholic faith and the Church’s power, and which regards 
exclusively, or at least principally, knowledge of the 
natural order alone, and the ends of social life on earth. 

XLTX. The Civil Authority may prevent the Bishop 
and the faithful from free and mutual communication 
with the Roman Pontiff. 

L. The Lay Authority has of itself the right of pre- 
senting Bishops, and may require of them that they 
enter on the management of their dioceses before they 
receive from the Holy See canonical institution and 
Apostolical letters. 

LI. Nay, the Lay Government has the right of depo- 
sing Bishops from the exercise of their pastoral ministry ; 
nor is it bound to obey the Roman Pontiff in those 
things which regard the establishment of bishoprics and 
the appointment of bishops. 
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LII. The Government may, in its own right, change 
the age prescribed by the Church for the religious pro- 
fession of men and women, and may require religious 
orders to admit no one to solemn vows without its 
permission. 

LIII. Those laws should be abrogated which relate 
to protecting the condition of religious orders and theii 
rights and duties ; nay, the Civil Government may give 
assistance to all those who may wish to quit the reli- 
gious life which they have undertaken, and to break 
their solemn vows ; and in like manner it may altoge- 
ther abolish the said religious orders, and also collegiate 
churches and simple benefices, — even those under the 
right of a patron, — and subject and assign their goods 
and revenues to the administration and free disposal of 
the Civil Power. 

LIV. Kings and princes are not only exempted from 
the Church's jurisdiction, but also are superior to the 
Church in deciding questions of jurisdiction. 

LY. The Church should be separated from the 
State, and the State from the Church. 

§ VII. 

Errors concerning Natural and Christian Ethics . 

LVI. The laws of morality need no Divine sanction, 



Digitized by CjOOQle 




86 



POSTSCRIPT. 



and there is no necessity that human laws be conformed 
to the law of nature, or receive from God their obligatory 
force. 

LVII. The science of philosophy and morals, and 
also the laws of a State, may and should withdraw them- 
selves from the jurisdiction of Divine and Ecclesiastical 
authority. 

LVIII. No other strength is to be recognized except 
material force ; and all moral discipline and virtue should 
be accounted to consist in accumulating and increasing 
wealth by every method, and in satiating the desire of 
pleasure. 

LIX Right consists in the mere material fact ; and 
all the duties of man are an empty name, and all human 
facts have the force of right. 

LX. Authority is nothing else but numerical power 
and material force. 

LXI. The successful injustice of a fact brings with 
it no detriment to the sanctity of right. 

LXII. The principle of non-intervention (as it is 
called) should be proclaimed and observed. 

LXIII. It is lawful to refuse obedience to legitimate 
princes, and even rebel against them. 

LXIY. A violation of any most sacred oath, or any 
wicked and flagitious action whatever, repugnant to the 
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eternal law, is not only not to be reprobated, but is even 
altogether lawful, and to be extolled with the highest 
praise, when it is done for love of country. 



§ VIII. 

Errors concerning Christian Matrimony . 

LXV. It can in no way be tolerated that Christ 
raised matrimony to the dignity of a sacrament. 

LXVI. The sacrament of marriage is only an acces- 
sory to the contract, and separable from it ; and the 
sacrament itself consists in the nuptual benediction 
alone. 

LXVII. The bond of matrimony is not indissoluble 
by the law of nature ; and in various cases divorce, 
properly so called, may be sanctioned by the Civil 
Authority, 

LXVIII. The Church has no power of enacting 
diriment impediments to marriage; but that power is 
vested in the Civil Authority, by which the existing 
impediments may be removed. 

LXIX. In later ages the Church began to enact 
diriment impediments, not in her own right, but through 
that right which she borrowed from the Civil Power. 

LXX. The Canons of Trent, which inflict the censure 
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of anathema on those who dare to deny the Church’s 
power of enacting diriment impediments, are either not 
dogmatical, or are to be understood of this borrowed 
power. 

LXXI. The form ordained by the Council of Trent 
does not bind, on pain of nullity, wherever the Civil 
Law may prescribe another form, and may will that, by 
this new form, matrimony shall be made valid. 

LXXII. Boniface VIII. was the first who asserted 
that the vow of chastity made at ordination annuls 
marriage. 

LXXIII. By virtue of a purely civil contract there 
may exist, among Christians, marriage, truly so called ; 
and it is false that either the contract of marriage among 
Christians is always a sacrament, or that there is no 
contract if the sacrament be excluded. 

LXXIV. Matrimonial causes and espousals belong, 
by their own nature, to the civil forum. 



§ IX. 

Errors concerning the Roman Pontiffs Civil Princedom . 

LXXV. Children of the Christian and Catholic 
Church dispute with each other on the compatibility 
of the temporal rule with the spiritual. 
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LXXVI. The abrogation of that Civil Power which 
the Apostolic See possesses would conduce in the highest 
degree to the Church’s liberty and felicity. 

N.B. Besides these errors explicitly branded, many 
others are implicitly reprobated in the exposition and 
assertion of that doctrine which all Catholics ought most 
firmly to hold, concerning the Roman Pontiffs Civil 
Princedom. This doctrine is clearly delivered in the 
Allocution, — “ Quibus quantisque,” April 20, 1849 ; in 
the Allocution, — “Si semper antea,” May 20, 1850; 
in the Apostolic Letters, — “Cum Catholica Ecclesia,” 
March 26, 1860; in the Allocution, — “Novos,” Sept 
28, 1861 ; in the Allocution, — “ Jamdudum,” March 18, 
1861; in the Allocution, “Maxima quidem,” June 9, 
1862. 



§ x. 

Errors which have reference to the Liberalism of the day . 

LXXVII. In this our age it is no longer expedient 
that the Catholic religion should be treated as the only 
religion of the State, all other worships whatsoever 
being excluded. 

LXXVIII. Hence it has been laudably provided by 
law in some Catholic countries, that men thither immi- 
grating should be permitted the public exercise of their 
own several worships. 
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LXXIX. For truly it is false that the Civil liberty 
of all worships, and the full power granted to all of 
openly and publicly declaring any opinions or thoughts 
whatever, conduces to more easily corrupting the morals 
and minds of peoples, and propagating the plague of 
indifferentism. 

LXXX. The Roman Pontiff can and ought to 
reconcile and harmonize himself with progress, with 
liberalism, and with modern civilization. 
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NOTE A. 

The Tablet gives the original Latin of the Letters Apostolic of 
Pope Pius IX., “to all Protestants and other non* Catholics,” as 
follows : — 

“Jam Vos omnes noveritis, Nos licet immerentes ad hanc Petri 
Cathedram evectos, et iccirco supremo universes catholic® Ecclesi® 
regimini, et cur® ab ipso Christo Domino Nobis divinitus commiss® 
pr®positos opportunum existimasse, omnes Venerabiles Fratres totins 
orbis Episcopos apud Nos vocare, et in (Ecumenicum Concilium futuro 
anno concelebrandrom cogere, ut cum eisdem Venerabilibus Fra tribus 
in sollicitudinis Nostr® partem vocatis ea omnia consilia suscipere 
possimus, qu® magis opportuna, ac necessaria sint, turn ad dissipandas 
tot pestiferorum. errorum tenebras, qui cum summo animarum damno 
ubique in dies dominantur et debacchantur, turn ad quotidie magis 
constituendum, et amplificandum in christianis populis vigilanti® 
Nostr® concreditis ver® fidei, justiti®, ver»que Dei pacis regnum. 
Ac vehementer confisi arctissimo et amantissimo conjunctionis foedere, 
quo Nobis, et Apostolic® huic Sedi iidem Venerabiles Fratres miri- 
fice obstricti sunt, qui nunquam intermiserunt onrni supremi Nostri 
Pontificatus tempore splendidissima erga Nos, et eamdem Sedem 
fidei, amoris, et observanti® testimonia preebere ea profecto spe niti- 
mur fore ut veluti praeteritis saculis alia Generalia Concilia, ita 
etiam prssenti saculo Concilium hoc (Ecumenicum a Nobis indictum 
uberes, latissimosque, divina adspirante gratia, fructua emittat pro 
majore Dei gloria, ac sempitema hominuxn salute. 
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“Itaque in hanc spem erecti, ac Domini Nostri Jesu Christi, qui 
pro nniver8i humani generis salute tradidit animam suam, caritate 
excitati, et compulsi, hand possumus, quin futuri Concilii occasione 
eos omnes Apostolicis, ac patemis Nostris yerbis alloquamur, qui 
etiamsi eumdem Christum Jesum veluti Redemptorem agnoscant, et 
in christiano nomine glorientur, tamen veram Christi fidein haud 
profitentur, neque catholic® Ecclesi® communionem sequuntur. Atque 
id agimus, ut omni studio et caritate eos vel maxime moneamus, ex* 
hortemur et obsecremus ut serio considerare et animadvertere velint, 
num ipsi viam ab eodem Christo Domino prsescriptam sectentur, qua 
ad se tern am perducit salutem. Et quidem nemo inficiari, ac dubi* 
tare potest, ipsum Christum Jesum, ut humanis omnibus generation - 
ibus redemptions suse fructus applicaret, suam hie in terris supra 
Petrum unicam ®dificasse Ecclesiam id est unam, sanctam, Catholi* 
cam, apostolicam, eique necessariam omnem contulisse potestatem, 
ut integrum inviolatumque custodiretur fidei depositum, ac eadem 
fides omnibus populis, gentibus, nationibus, traderetur, ut per bap- 
tisma omnes in mysticum suum corpus cooptarentur homines, et in 
ipsis semper servaretur, ac perficeretur ilia nova vita gratiae, sine qua 
nemo potest unquam setemam mereri et assequi vitam, utque eadem 
Ecclesia, quae mysticum suum constituit corpus, in sua propria natura 
semper stabilis et immota usque ad consummationem saeculi perma* 
neret, vigeret, et omnibus filiis suis omnia salutis praesidia suppe- 
ditaret. Nunc vero qui accurate consideret, ac meditetur conditionem, 
in qua versantur variae et inter se discrepantes religiose societates 
sejunctae a catholica Ecclesia, qu® a Christo Domino, ejusque Apostolis 
sine intermissione per legitimos sacros suos Pas tores semper exercuit, 
et in pr®sentia etiam exercet divinam potestatem sibi ab ipso Domino 
traditam, vel facile sibi persuadere debebit neque aliquam peculiarem, 
neque omnes simul conjunctas ex eisdem societatibus ullo modo con- 
stituere, et esse illam unam et catholicam Ecclesiam, quam Christus 
Dominus ®dificavit, constituit, et esse voluit, neque membrum, aut 
partem ejusdem Ecclesi® ullo modo dici posse, quandoquidem sunt a 
catholica unitate visibiliter divis®. Cum enim ejusmodi societates 
careant viva ilia, et a Deo constituta auctoritate, qu® homines res 
fidei, morumque disciplinam prsesertim docet, eisque dirigit, ac 
moderatur in iis omnibus, qu® ad ®temam salutem pertinent, turn 
societates ips® in suis doctrinis continenter variarunt, et h®c mo- 
bilitas, ac instabilitas apud easdem societates nunquam cessat. 
Quisque vel facile intelligit, et clare aperteque noscit, id vel maxime 
adversari Ecclesi® Christo Domino institute, in qua veritas semper 
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stabilis, nullique unquam immutationi obnoxia persistere debet, veluti 
depositum eidem Ecclesiss traditum integerrime custodiendum, pro 
cujus custodia Spiritus Sancti prsesentia, . auxiliumque ipsi Ecclesiss 
fait perpetuo promissum. Nemo autem ignorat, ex hisce doctrinarum, 
et opinionum dissidiis socialia quoque oriri schismata, atque ex his 
originem habere innumerabiles communiones, et sectas, quae cum 
Bommo Christianas, civilisque reipublicae damno magis in dies propa- 
gantur. 

“Enimvero quicumque religionem veluti humanae societatis funda- 
mentum cognoscit, non poterit non agnoscere, et fateri quantam in 
civilem societatem vim ejusmodi principiorum, ac religiosarum socie- 
tatum inter se pugnantium divisio, ac discrepantia exercuerit, et 
quam vehementer negatio auctoritatis a Deo constitutae ad humani 
intellectus persuasiones regendas, atque ad hominum turn in privata, 
turn in sociali vita actiones dirigendas excitaverit, promoverit, et 
aluerit hoa infelicissimos rerum, ac temporum motus, et perturba- 
tiones, quibus omnes fere populi miserandum in modum agitantur, et 
affliguntur. 

u Quamobrem ii omnes, qui Ecclesias catholicas unitatem et veritatem 
non tenent (S. August ep. LXI. al. CCXXIII. ) occasionem amplec- 
tantur hujus Concilii, quo Ecclesia Catholica, cui eorum Majores 
adscripti erant, novum intimse unitatis, et inexpugnabilis vitalis sui 
roboris exhibet argumentum, ac indigentiis eorum cordis respondentes 
ab eo statu se eripere studeant, in quo de sua propria salute securi 
esse non possunt. Nec desinant ferventissimas miserationum Domino 
offerre preces, ut divisionis murum disjiciat, errorum. caliginem 
depellat, eosque ad sinum sanctse Matris Ecclesias reducat, in qua 
eorem Majores salutaria vitas pascua habuere, et in qua solum integra 
Christi Jesu doctrina servatur, traditur, et ccelestis gratias dispen- 
santur mysteria. 

“ Nos quidem cum ex supremi Apostolici Nostri minis terii officio 
Nobis ab ipso Christo Domino commisso omnes boni pastoris partes 
studiosissime explere et omnes universi terrarum orbis homines 
patema caritate prosequi, et amplecti debeam us, turn has Nostras ad 
omnes christianos a Nobis sejunctos Literas damus, quibus eos etiam, 
atque etiam hortamur et obsecramus, ut ad unicum Christi ovile 
redire festinent ; quandoquidem eqrum in Christo Jesu salutem ex 
animo summopere optamus, ac timemus ne eidem Nostro Judici ratio 
a Nobis aliquando sit reddenda, nisi, quantum in Nobis est, ipsis 
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oetendamus, et muniamus viam ad eamdem aetemam asseqnendam 
salutem. In omni certe oratione, et obsecration e, cum gratiarum 
actione nunqnam desistimus dies noctesque pro ipsis ccelestinm 
luminum, et gratiamm abundant! am ab seterno animarum Pastore 
humiliter, enixeque exposcere. Et quoniam vicariam Ejus hie in 
terns licet immerito gerimus operam, iccirco errantium fihorum ad 
catholicae Ecclesise reversionem expansis manibus ardentissime ex- 
pectamus, ut eos in coelestis Patris domum amantiasime excipere, et 
inexhaustis ejus thesauris ditare possimus. Etenim ex hoc optatissimo 
ad veritates, et communiones cum catholica Ecclesia reditu non solum 
singulorum, sed totius etiam chriatianae societatis salus maxime 
pendet, et universus mundus vera pace perfrui non potest, nisi fiat 
unum ovile, et unus pastor. 

“Datum Roma apud S. Petrum die 13 septembris, 1868. 

1 ‘ Pontificatus Nostri Anno V icesimotertio. ” 



NOTE B. 

“ S. Pietro Principe degli Apostoli, nato in Bethsaida di Galilea, il 
quale da Gesil Gris to recevfe la Suprema PotesfA Pontificia da trans- 
mettersi di suoi successorL Risiedfc prima in Antiocliia, quindi, 
dalF anno 42 dell’ Sra volgare in Roma, ove incontrd il martirio nell* 
anno 66, e la Cattedra che vi ebbe fondata tenne per anni 25. — 
Armuario Pontifido. Roma. Tipografia Della R. C. A” 



NOTE C. 

“Romam vocari Babylonem testis Papias ; et Hieronymus, in Lib. 
de vir illus. 

‘ ‘ Papias fuit mediocri admodum ingenio prseditus, ut ex scriptis illius 
conjicere licet. Plerisque tamen post ilium ecdesiasticis scriptoribus 
ejusdem erroris occasionem preebuit, hominis vetustate sententiam 
suam tuentibus : ” 

t *'S<podpa fwcpd « wv t6v vovv.” 

Migne Patrologice eursm: Euseb. Hist. — Greek series. VoL xx. 
P. 299. 
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NOTE D. 

“ Neque enim quisquam nostrdm episcopum epiaooporum se con- 
stituit, aut tyrannico terrore ad obsequendi necessitudinem collegas 
8uos adegit ; quando habeat omnia episcopus pro licenti& libertatis et 
potestatis suae arbitrium proprium, tamque judicari ab alio non 
possit, qu&m nec ipse potest judicare.” 

Cypr. ad Cone. Garth, de Bapt. Hi. (Migne Patrol . Hi. 1054) 



NOTE E. 

“ Antiqua consnetudo servetur per ASgyptum, Libyam, et Penta- 
polin, ut Alexandrinu8 episcopus horom omnium habeat potestatem, 
quia et urbis Romas parilis mos est. Similiter autem et apud Antio- 
chiam, ceterasque provincias suis priviligia serventur ecclesiis.” — 
Con. Nicmz. Can. VI. 



NOTE F. 

“ Dilectissimo Papas Silvestro ... in Domino aeternam salutem. . . 

“Communis copula caritatis et imitate matris ecclesias catholics 
vinculo inhaerentes, ad Arelatensium civitatem piissimi Imperatoris 
voluntate adducti, inde te, religiosissime Papa, comments reverentift 
salutamus. . . . 

“Et utinam, frater dilectissime, ad hoc spectaclum interesse tanti 
fecisses. — Profectd credimus, quia in eos severior fuisset sententia 
prolata, et te pariter nobiscum judicante, caetus noster majore laetitift 
exult&sset. — Sed quoniam recedere a partibus illis minim e potuisti, 
in quibus et apostoli quotidie sedent f et cruor ipsorum sine intermis- 
sione Dei gloriam testatur. . . . 

“Non tamen hsec sola nobis visa sunt tractanda, frater carissime, 
ad quae fueramus invitati — Sed et consulendum nobisipsis censuimus ; 
et cam diverse sint provincias ex quibus advenimus, ita et varia 
contingunt quae nos censemus observare debere. . . . Placuit etiam a 
te, qui majores diceceses tenes , potissimum omnium insinuari. — Quid 
autem sit quod senserimus scripto nostras mediocritatis subjunximus.” 
etc. 
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The expression — nostra mediocritatis — might appear to indicate 
some inferiority on the part of the members of the Council ; but it 
is so in appearance only. Such courteous and deferential language 
was current in that age, and is so still ; more especially perhaps in 
Eastern nations. For example, the Patriarch of Constantinople, 
writing to the Archbishop of Canterbury the other day, styles him — 
“your venerable Sanctity,” and himself — “your Humility.” But 
no one can suppose that he intended thereby to impute to himself 
any inferiority to “your venerable sanctity” — the Archbishop. The 
only respect here particularly paid to Silvester was on account of 
his holding the “majores dioceses” and his occupying the “chair,” 
not of S. Peter, but where the Apostles daily sit ; and whose blood 
flows without intermission : another figure of speech, whatever it 
may mean. But there is no recognition of the “Holy Roman 
Church” — only of the “Catholic Church.” The Roman Church, as 
now understood and professed by its votaries, was then an unknown 
term. Neither was the relationship of “mother and mistress of all 
churches ” dreamt of for centuries after. 



NOTE G. 

“Episcopos uniuscuj usque gentis ndsse oportet eum qui in eis est 
primus, et existimare ut caput ; et nihil facere quod sit arduum aut 
magni momenti, prater illius sen ten tiara. Ilia autem facere unum- 
quemque, quse ad suam parochiam pertinent, et pagos qui ei subsunt. 
Sed nec ipse absque omnium sententia aliquid agat. Sic enim erit 
concordia, et glorificabitur Deus per Dominum Jesus Christum.” — 
Mansi Cone . Tom i . p. 35. 



NOTE H. 

“Hosius episcopus dixit : Illud qudque necessarid adjiciendum est, ut 
euiscopi de su& provincial ad aliam provinciam, in qu& sunt episcopi, 
non transeant : nisi forte a fratribus suis invitati ne videamur januam 
clandere caritatis. — Quod si in aliqu& provincial aliquis episcopus 
contra fratrem suum episcopum litem habuerit, ne unus e duobus ex 
alia province advocet episcopum cognitorem. Quod si aliquis epis- 
coporum judicatus fuerit in aliqu& causal, et putat se bonam causam 
habere, ut iterum concilium renovetur ; si vobis placet, sancti Petri 
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apostoli memoriam honoremus, ut scribatur ab his qui causam exami- 
n&runt Julio Romano episcopo ; et si judicaverit renovandum esse 
judicium, renovetur, et det judices. Si antem probaverit talem 
causam esse, ut non refricentur ea qu® acta sunt, qua decreverit, 
confirmata erunt .” — Harduin Cone. Codec . Tom 1, Canon III, 



NOTE I. 

COUNCIL OP EPHESUS. CANON VIII. 

“That none of the Bishops, most beloved of God, do assume any 
other province that is not, or was not formerly, and from the begin- 
ning subject to him, or those who were his predecessors. But if any 
have assumed any church, that he be forced to restore it, that so the 
Canons of the Fathers be not transgressed ; nor worldly pride be 
introduced under the mask of this sacred function. The holy General 
Synod therefore hath decreed, that the right of every province for- 
merly, and from the beginning, belonging to it, be preserved clear 
and inviolable.’’ 



NOTE J. 

THE EASTERN CHURCHES AND THE ROMAN COUNCIL. 

An Athenian paper publishes the following official account of a 
visit of the Roman Catholic Bishop of Alexandria and Papal Envoy, 
to present the summons of the Vatican Council to the Orthodox 
Patriarch-elect and Administrator of the Patriarchate of Alexandria : — 

“On the 16th inst., about two o’clock p.m., according to previous 
arrangement, the Roman Catholic Bishop of this See, and Papal 
Plenipotentiary, presented himself at the Patriarchate, accompanied 
by the Superior of the Lazarists and two other priests, for the 
purpose of delivering an invitation from the Pope to the General 
Council, about to be assembled towards the close of the current 
year, to the Most Venerable the Administrator of the Patriarchate 
of Alexandria and Patriarch-elect, Nilus ; the Most Rev. the Bishops 
of Pelusium, Tripoli, and Cyrene being present at the interview. 

“After the customary exchange of compliments, the Most Rev. 

H 
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the Papal Plenipotentiary addressed himself in French to the Patri- 
arch-elect, to the following effect : — ‘You are doubtless acquainted, 
Most Venerable, with the object of our visit here to-day. In obedi- 
ence to the commands I have received from his Holiness the Pope, I 
am to hand to you a brief, inviting the occupant of this Patriarchal 
Throne to the (Ecumenical Synod about to be assembled in Rome.’ 

4 ‘The Patriarch-elect replied in French : ‘Do the contents of the 
brief which your Holiness is commissioned to deliver to us happen 
to correspond with those of the Encyclical of the Most Blessed Pope 
of Old Rome, published in various public journals, or do they not?* 

“The Most Reverend the Roman Catholic Plenipotentiary : ‘Yes, 
they are the same. ’ 

“The Patriarch-elect : ‘The desire of his Holiness the Pope of 
Rome to effect the union of all the Churches of Christ is, of a truth, 
very commendable. For the accomplishment of this object through- 
out ages past, the whole Oriential Orthodox Church offers up fervent 
prayers to the Author of Peace and the Perfeeter of our Faith, and 
in an especial manner this ancient, apostolic, and glorious Throne of 
St. Mark. And in the same spirit, as you will doubtless have 
gathered from the authentic records of history, the most illustrious 
Arch-Hierarch and Luminary of Orthodoxy, the holy Cyril, repre- 
sented the Roman Pontiff Celestine at the third (Ecumenical Synod. 
Hence, then, we are mutually animated by the same sentiments — the 
one party is equally desirous with the other to see perfect unity 
established in the Church. Unfortunately, however, whatever views 
we share in common stop short at this point — all beyond is delusion 
and discord ; and, without wandering far into the mazes of contro- 
versy, let us limit our observations to this recent Encyclical of the 
Holy Father, by which also this venerable Throne is invited to the 
Council to be assembled under his presidency. Numerous— but more 
particularly three — capital considerations render the acceptance of 
this brief an impossibility. And, in the first place, it overthrows 
and abolishes the equality which exists among the holy Churches of 
God, and their individual independence, proclaiming withal that 
Rome holds uncontrolled sway and sovereign dominion over the 
other thrones equally self-governing and independent — a pretension 
evidenced by the mode adopted for convoking this General Council ; 
whilst, as is universally known, the honour of precedence is all that 
was conceded to the Pope of Rome by the Holy (Ecumenical Synods, 
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and not the dominion over other Churches ; so that he, of his own 
authority, has no right to convoke General Councils without the 
previous consent of the other Most Holy Patriarchs. In the second 
place, his Holiness the Pope also gives us to understand that salva- 
tion is to be found exclusively in Rome, that there alone Divine grace 
operates effectually, that there alone is the centre of ecclesiastical 
verity — in virtue, as he affirms, of the privilege conferred on the 
blessed Apostle St. Peter by our Saviour : whereas the grace of God, 
through the Divine energy of the Church of Christ, is not restricted 
to Rome, or to any definite place, but has operated, and continues to 
operate, throughout the habitable globe, and has expanded itself and 
shed abroad its radiance to the ends of the earth. And the Church 
has from the beginning been founded on the doctrines of the blessed 
Apostles, sounded forth by them as the chosen ministers of the Holy 
Ghost. But, in the third place, he intimates that he convokes the 
General Council to assemble on the Festival of the Immaculate 
Conception of the Mother of the Lord : a dogma, be it said, wholly 
unknown to the Church ; a recent invention, therefore, and by no 
means a solitary one. But wherefore pursue this subject further ? 
If the Holy Pope of Old Rome sincerely desires the pacification and 
unity of the whole Church of Christ, then let him by means of special 
briefs — as a brother, and as an equal among equals — put himself in 
communication with the other holy Patriarchs ; and with them, as a 
preliminary step, take counsel respecting the methods best calculated 
for securing the end in view : although the best of all methods would 
be to adopt the course to which history points, and to approximate 
the modem institutions of Rome to those of more primitive times. 
But not acting on this principle, his Holiness will labour in vain ; 
and only further widen the breach which already separates us. * 

“The most Rev. the Roman Catholic Plenipotentiary : * The sum- 
mons issued by the Holy Father for assembling a General Council 
rests on legitimate grounds, inasmuch as he is invested with this 
right, being head and sovereign over the Church as successor of the 
blessed Apostle Peter. But I did not come hither to dispute, but 
simply in the fulfilment of my instructions. I am obliged, therefore, 
to cut short this discussion. ’ 

“ The Patriarch-elect : * Be it so. We do not give in to such preten- 
sions, which are at variance with the received teaching of the Church, 
of which the Head is our Lord Jesus Christ Himself. But the pre- 
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rogative of summoning a General Council has belonged to other than 
to the Pope. To this fact the history of the Church bears irrefragable 
testimony. * 

“The Most Rev. the Roman Catholic Plenipotentiary : ‘But that the 
Pope is the head of the Churches is manifest from the circumstance 
that recourse is had to him as judge of appeals ; and the right to 
judge appeals involves, by a natural consequence, the supremacy. 
You are not ignorant, I take it, that this very Church is the See of 
the Apostle St. Mark, who was consecrated Bishop of Alexandria by 
the blessed Peter ; consequently Alexandria ought to be subject to 
Rome. But is it not a fact that the great Athanasius recurred to 
Rome as to a court of appeal ? ’ 

“The Patriarch-elect : ‘ The consecration of St. Mark by the Apostle 
Peter imparts no claim of dominant superiority. On the contrary, 
we maintain that all the Apostles were equal in authority and dignity. 
They were all recipients of the same grace of the Holy Spirit ; and 
if the Bishop of Rome boasts of St. Peter, he of Antioch might boast 
with more reason as the first among the Patriarchs,' forasmuch as 
there first that blessed Apostle taught, and exercised the office of 
Bishop. And, moreover, if the Bishop of Rome pleads seniority, this 
also might he of Alexandria plead with excellent reason, because up 
to a certain period he was the second in rank — namely, till Constan- 
tinople became the seat of empire ; when the second rank was conferred 
on the Bishop of that see. And, indeed, if the great Athanasius had 
recourse to the Bishop of Rome, when persecuted and oppressed by 
an Arian Emperor and the Arian party, this in no manner of way 
countenances a claim of dominant supremacy. For how often and 
how many Patriarchs have mutually appealed the one to the other 
for brotherly succour, without its being thereby implied that the 
suppliant acknowledged himself inferior in point of rank or authority ? * 

“The Most Rev. the Papal Plenipotentiary : ‘But for the attainment 
of this great and much-to-be-desired object, it would be your duty, 
in my opinion, to overlook somewhat, and not stickle so much at 
mere forms.’ 

“The Patriarch-elect : ‘Verily, and who does not long for such a 
consummation ? But here the point in debate does not turn on mere 
forms, it involves a most important principle. But not to prolong 
this discussion, let me repeat, once for all, that as this new attempt 
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on the part of his Holiness the Pope has miscarried, it is necessary, 
if he sincerely desires the unity of the Universal Church, that he 
should write to the Patriarchs individually ; and, acting in concert, 
endeavour to come to an understanding with them respecting the 
course to be adopted — renouncing every idea of domination, and 
every dogma on which opinions may clash in the Church. By so 
doing, his efforts might, perchance, be crowned with some degree of 
success. * 

“After some mutually complimentary observations with reference 
to the subject-matter of discussion, the Envoy of the Pope and his 
attendants took leave, carrying with them the rejected Papal invita- 
tion. 

“Patriarchate of Alexandria, Feb. 17th (29th), 1869.” 



NOTE K. 

“The Bishop of each province ought to know that the Bishop of 
the Metropolis takes also the charge of the whole province, because 
all those whoi, have business come to the Metropolis from all sides, 
(parceque tous ceux qui ont des affaires viennent & la Metropole de 
tous c6t6s. ) Therefore we judge that he ought to take precedence of 
them in honour ; and that the others should do nothing of importance 
without him, following the ancient custom observed by our fathers. 
Each Bishop has power only over his own diocese, that is to say, the 
town and territory depending on it. He must govern according to 
his conscience. He may ordain priests and deacons, and judge in 
private matters ; but he must do nothing beyond, without the advice 
of the Metropolitan, nor the Metropolitan without the counsel of the 
rest. ” — Fleury , Histoire EccUsiastique , Canon IX . Council of Antioch. 



NOTE L. 

“Hos gratia Dei in tantum apicem inter omnia Ecclesi® membra 
provexit, ut eos in corpore, cui caput est Christus, quasi geminum 
constitueret lumen oculorum : de quorum meritis atque virtutibus 
nihil diversum, nihil debemus sentire disc return ; quia illos et electio 
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pares, et labor similes, et finis fecit aequales. ” — S. Leo., Ser. 1., de 
Nat. Apost. 



NOTE M. 

Service in an unknown tongue 
Invocation of Saints 

Worshipping the Cross, Images, and Relics 

Canonization of Saints 

F6te-Dieu, or Corpus Christi 

Celibacy of the Priests 

Chaplets or beads .... 

Indulgences .... 

Sacraments increased to seven 

Confessional .... 

Elevation of the Host 

Little Bell at Mass 

Holy Eucharist in one kind 

Purgatory ..... 

Apocryphal Books, received as canonical . 

Tradition of equal authority with Holy Writ 

Transubstantiation defined 

Twelve Articles added to Creed . 

Immaculate Conception decreed . 



394 

593 

788 

800 

1019 

1073 

1090 

1099 

1160 

1215 

1220 

1227 

1264 

1439 



1564 



1854 



What is to come next no tongue can tell. But it is predicted by 
the author of “Claims of the Roman Catholic Church” (pp. 53, 54), 
that “the Bishop of Rome may find that he has authority which, 
even as yet, has never been thought of ; and that this authority will 
hereafter be recognised as extending to matters of which we shall 
never live to hear. ” This latter prophecy need not therefore greatly 
disturb us, if we shall never live to hear of its accomplishment. 
The signs of the times, however, rather indicate that the period is 
not far distant when the conscience of nations, as well as of indi- 
viduals, will vindicate the liberty wherewith Christ Himself has 
made it free ; and will exercise the divinely bequeathed prerogative of 
“judging ” of the right and the wrong, the true and the false, even 
in religion. And, this is not the less likely to happen, notwith- 
standing Archbishop Manning’s lengthy exposition, and somewhat 
impassioned defence of the “Syllabus,” where he puts it into the 
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mouth of his Holiness to say, “ You ” (Germany and England) “ say 
I have no authority over the Christian world ; that I am not the 
Vicar of the good Shepherd ; that I am not the Supreme interpreter 
of the Christian faith. I am all these. You tell me I ought to 
submit to the civil power, that I am the subject of the king of Italy. 
I say I am liberated from all civil subjection, that my Lord made 
me the subject of no one on earth, king or otherwise ; that in His 
right I am a sovereign. And I claim more than this. I claim to be 
the Supreme Judge and director of the consciences of men — of the 
peasant that tills the field, and the prince that sits on the throne, — 
of the household that lives in the shade of privacy, and the legislature 
that makes laws for kingdoms ; I am the sole last Supreme Judge of 
what is right and 'wrong ! ” u It might here be asked, without 
irreverence, or at least with some show of reason, Doth not his Holiness 
now speak parables ? It might not perhaps be impertinent further 
to ask, How, or whence this claim to sovereignty in right of Jesus 
Christ; for his Holiness is made to say, “in His right I am a 
sovereign.” But Jesus Christ Himself refused any such title or 
honour when offered Him ; and for this reason, that His “kingdom 
was not of this world.” Is “the servant,” then, really “above his 
Lord ” ? Or to compare smaller things with smaller, Is Pope Pius 
IX. a more exalted personage than was S. Peter, who preached 
submission to every ordinance of man ; and that too “for the Lord’s 
sake ; ” whether it were * ‘ to the king as supreme, or unto governors 
as unto them that are sent by him ; ” and not only did he so preach, 
but likewise practised what he preached. S. Peter, therefore, did 
not understand that his Lord* had made him “the subject of no 
one on earth, king or otherwise ; ” much less that he was a sovereign 
in right of his Lord. It would have been well had Archbishop 
Manning explained this discrepancy, as to these claims of sovereignty, 
between the old religion of S. Peter and the new one of his present 
Holiness — the alleged heir to his honours. If he holds with his 
Holiness, as no doubt in conscience he is bound to do — that it is “the 
duty of Civil Government to inflict the penalties of law ” upon the 
violators of his religion, he lays himself open to the question, Of 
which sovereign is the “ Archbishop of Westminster” the bon& fide 
subject ; of Victoria, Queen of these realms, or of the Pope of Rome, 
the Sovereign of Sovereigns, — for such must he be who “has power 

a The Pope’s “Syllabus.” The Times , Oct. Uh, 1869. 
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to depose Emperors ” ? The time, however, may not be very remote, 
when the Papacy, as an ecclesiastical despotism, will be required to 
exhibit its credentials in extenso ; and when it will no longer avail to 
plead in arrest of a verdict from enlightened Catholics, as well as 
“non -Catholics,” that what has once been decreed by the Pope of 
Rome “is placed beyond the hazard of disputation.” Such fencing 
as this might only provoke the too probable retort, Fatetur f acinus 
qui judicium fugit. 



NOTE N. 

Any one who has resided in a foreign country where the Roman 
Catholic religion is predominant, knows what is there meant by the 
* * Cultus of Mary. ” 

If any doubt existed on the subject, the following extracts, among 
a hundred others, from a book entitled, “The Month of Mary, and 
Manual of the true Servant of Mary,” must set all such doubt at 
rest. The Scripture-texts are those applied, or misapplied, to support 
the doctrines. 

(1) “Concerning the worship which we owe to the most Holy 
Virgin. 

“ One day in thy courts is better than a thousand in the tents of 
the ungodly. (Psalm lxxxiv. 10.) 

(2) “ How great is the love Mary bears us. 

“Though a mother may forget her child, yet will I never forget 
thee. (Isaiah xlix, 15.) 

(3) “Mary the consolation of the afflicted. 

“I found trouble and heaviness, and I called upon the name of 
Mary. (Psalm cxvL 4. ) 

(4) “Mary succours those who are in temptation. 

“Arise, 0 Mary, take pity upon Zion, for the time to have pity 
upon her sufferings, the time to succour her is come. (Psalm cii. 13.) 

(5) “Mary is the terror of devils. 

“ 0 Mary ! you are terrible to the enemy of souls, as an army set 
in battle array. (Cant. vi. 3. ) 
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(6) “ Mary succours her servants in the hour of death. 

“Though I walk through the midst of the shadow of death, I will 
fear no evil : for you, Mary, are with me. (Psalm xxiii. 4.) 

(7) “Mary the gate of heaven. 

“It is by me that kings reign from eternity. (Prov. viii. 15.) 

(8) “The immaculate heart of Mary. 

“ Him that cometh to me I will in no wise cast out. (S. John 
vi. 37.) 

“ Mary teaches her servants to pray. 

“Ah ! my mother, I cannot speak to you, nor to your son : Open 
my mouth. (Jer. i. 6. ) 

“The prayers of the Church to the Holy Virgin. 

“ 0 Mary ! mirror of the Divinity ; you alone are perfect, as the 
Father in heaven is perfect : Glory to God ; Glory to Mary. 

“Mary Queen of all the saints. 

“ Who is holy, 0 Mary, without your assistance ? Let the saints 
of every age, and of every degree, cast their crowns at your feet, 
happy in holding them from you. We also shall arrive in heaven, 
if you open to us the door; and through eternity we will repeat, 
Glory to Jesus ; Glory to Mary. 

“ Consecration to Mary. 

“Whoever turns to you, 0 Mary; whoever obtains a look from 
you, can never perish.” 

Here, then, are worship, and dominion, and power, perfect holi- 
ness, glory and salvation, — the very attributes and prerogatives of 
Deity, ascribed to a creature. And if this is not blasphemy, as well 
as the rankest heresy, it would be difficult to say what else deserves 
the name. Yet this is the teaching permitted in the Church which 
his Holiness invites, nay, conjures “benighted Protestants” to join ; 
and out of which he tells them, “they cannot be sure of their 
salvation.” 
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If the Blessed Virgin had been what she is here permitted to be 
described — “Alone perfect, as the Father which is ip, heaven is 
perfect ; ” or were she what his Holiness himself styles her in his 
Encyclical — “ Immaculate and Most holy, who has slain all heresies 
throughout the world,” what need had she of a Saviour? And why 
then should she have said in the Magnificat, “ My spirit hath rejoiced 
in God my Saviour ruy crwTrjpi pov — literally, the Saviour of me ? 
And why should she have been subject to the law of our common 
mortality, since “death,” we are given to believe, “is the wages 
of sin ” ? 
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The New Series of the Christian Advocate and Review was 
undertaken in 1867, with a view to supply to the Evangelical 
clergy and laity of the Church of England a Magazine of sound 
scholarly character, and yet sufficiently cheap to be within the 
reach of all. Eighty pages of original matter are supplied, on the 
first day of every month, for one shilling. 

The necessity for some cheap organ of communication among 
the Evangelical portion of the Church, for the interchange of 
thought and the discussion of current questions of Christian policy, 
belief, and practice, has been made more imperative by the events 
of the last three years. The interests of truth, and of the Church 
of England, earnestly plead for that trivial pecuniary sacrifice on 
the part of individuals required to support the circulation of such 
a Magazine as the Christian Advocate and Review, and to 
cultivate through its means unanimity of sentiment and identity 
of action. 

For this purpose the Editor of the Christian Advocate has not 
confined himself to any exclusive circle of contributors ; but has 
ever been ready to accept papers from any quarter, which attained 
the necessary standary of literary merit. It has been his anxious 
object to encourage the frank ventilation of opinions, so long as 
they are consistent with the great outlines of Evangelical truth 
taught in the Word of God, and embodied in the Formularies of 
the Church of England. 

The Christian Advocate and Review contains articles on 
subjects devotional, critical, expository, doctrinal, historical, 
scientific, and biographical. Every number contains also reviews 
of books and notices of the current literature of the day. 

A difficulty having been experienced in noticing books of 
permanent value with sufficient regularity and punctuality, a new 
plan will be adopted in 1870 to secure this end. Short notices of 
books of smaller size and more ephemeral character have long 
been published under the heading of the Library Table. It is 
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proposed for the future to devote two sections of the Magazine to 
short notices, under the respective titles of the Library Table and 
the Library. The latter will contain rapid reviews of works of 
permanent value, in theology and other kindred branches of 
inquiry. Longer reviews will be given, as at present, of books of 
more than usual interest and value, as opportunity may permit 

It is the object of the Editor of the Advocate to combine decision 
of principle and firmness in the maintenance of truth with courtesy 
towards individuals, and a generous construction of personal 
motives. 

The support of all who love the Protestant and Evangelical 
principles of the Reformation is earnestly invited, to secure ror the 
Christian Advocate that extensive circulation which is necessary 
to its prosperity and usefulness. 
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